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ADVERTISEMENT. 


AA AARAS 


THE work, of which a translation is now presented to the Eng- 
lish reader, comprises the second and third of three volumes, 
published successively in the years 1831, 1836, 1839, under the 
general title of Dettrdge zur Einlettung ins Alte Testament 
(Contributions for the Introduction to the Old Testament). In 
the preface to the first volume (on the genuineness of Daniel and 
the integrity of Zechariah), the author mentions several other 
topics of great interest to the Biblical Student, which he proposed 
to include in the “ Contributions,” but the pledge thus given has 
been hitherto only partially redeemed by the valuable articles 
that bear his signature in Krrro’s ΒΙΒΙΙΟΑΙ, CycLopaptia. 


It appears proper to state, that, in reply to an enquiry whether 
the author had prepared any corrections or additions for a new 
edition of the “ Beitriige,’ Dr HENGSTENBERG informed the 
Translator that there was no prospect of an immediate republi- 
cation, and that within the last ten years, very few works on the 
Pentateuch had appeared in Germany of sufficient importance to 
call for special notice or animadversion. 


The Translator has aimed throughout at the utmost perspi- 
cuity; and though he cannot flatter himself with complete suc- 
cess (more particularly in the Introduction), he hopes that there 
are but few passages which will fail to convey the Author's mean- 
ing with accuracy and distinctness. 


Whenever the division of chapters and verses differs in the 
Hebrew from that of the authorized version, the latter is added 
in brackets. 


NORTHAMPTON, Nov, 16th, 1846. 
3, ᾽ 


CORRECTIONS. 


ELLIO 


Page 66 (note), for ““ Literarischu,” read ‘* Literarischer.” 

Page 80, line 26, for ““ blacksliding,” read ‘* backsliding.” 

Page 135, line 21, for “ mmn5,” read © eee.” 

Page 192, line 14, or ““ equivalent,” read “4 unimportant.” 

Page 217, line 22, for ** and,” read ** et.” 

Page 224, (note), for ‘‘ causalty,” read ““ causality.” 

Page 268, (note), for ‘* of the Trinity,” rcad ** of the Christians.” 

Page 299, line 3, for ““ Zum Job,” read ““ zum Joh.” 

Page 401, line 14, for ““ faultatem,” read ** facultatem.” 
ow 15, for “" adjudicanti,” read “ς abjudicanti.” 

Page 402, line 17, for ““ πολλοὸ." read ““ πολλοὶ. 

Page 420 (note), for ““ BouLen,” read ** BoHLEN.” 


INTRODUCTION. 


It is by no means our design to give a complete history of the 
investigations respecting the genuineness of the Pentateuch. This 
has been already partially done by HARTMANN ; and it would be of 
Jittle service merely to correct some particulars in his survey, or to 
enlarge it by a list of names, titles of books, and summaries of 
their contents. It would be far better that whatever is not essen- 
tially connected with the progress of the controversy—which 
merely tells us how this or that writer has arranged the specula- 
tions of others—which does not penetrate further into the merits 
of the question, but is only an echo of what has been said before 
—should be omitted, lest we should run the risk of not being able 
ito see the wood for the trees. 

We shall direct our attention only to the main points of the his. 
tory. Our object, first of all, will be to explain how 10 has hap- 
pened, that the genuineness of the Pentateuch, which, in a former 
age, had been regarded as fixed ona philosophical basis, has been 
subject, since the last quarter of the eighteenth century, to so many 
attacks, and has been impugned with so much confidence and with 
such wide-spread effects. 

We designedly confine our enquiry within these narrow limits. 
Scattered attacks on the genuineness of the Pentateuch were made, 
itis well-known, in the seventeenth century, in which Sprnosa took 
‘a conspicuous part.* But when we have succeeded in explaining 
the opposition in its fully developed and undisguised form, it will 
be easy to trace back to their cause these earlier and unconcerted 
mmovements. 





* Carnpzov. Introd. i.88. Wurrstus, Miseell. i. 102. An Moses auctor Peut. 
A 
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Let us first survey the state of the exposition of the Pentateuch 
in the times which preceded this critical period. Such a work as the 
Pentateuch can be maintained as genuine, only as long as it 1s ex- 
pounded as a sacred book. An inability to penetrate its depths— 
the exposition of it as a profane author—the diluting of its mean- 
ing, contain (in the germ) the denial of its genuineness ; and if 
this is not immediately developed, it is a mere inconsequence, which. 
the course of events will set aside; for every tendency will, sooner 
or later, arrive at maturity. Ifthe Pentateuch, in reference to its 
doctrmes and its spirit, do not-rise above the level of Nature—if 
this spirit is not acknowledged as the greatest of miracles—if re- 
course must be had to faint forced apologies in order to remove 
the great stumbling-blocks—external miracles and prophecies will 
not then rescue it, but will rather serve to hasten its downfall. It 
is an untenable requirement of writers on the external evidences, 
that miracles and prophecies are to be proved just in the same way 
as other occurrences. Heathen miracles could not be credited even 
when reported by persons whom otherwise we should have every 
reason to believe. If thus the Mosaic miracles and prophecies are 
put, more or less, on the same footing with those reeorded in pro- 
fane authors, their distinctive limits destroyed, and the finger of 
God in them not perceived and indicated, we are placed in a false 
‘position towards those who, on the score of the miracles and pro- 
phecies, attack the genuineness of the Pentateuch. We no longer 
contend for the genuineness of the Pentateuch, but for a piece of 
patchwork that is substituted for it. And the attacks of our op- 
ponents are no longer directed against the giant himself, but his 
shadow, or a bugbear set up in his stead. 

The close connection between the genuineness of the Pontstuiehe 
and the correct, profound exposition of its contents, is apparent 
from the fact, that the first unambiguous attacks on the genuine- 
ness proceeded from an utter incapacity for expounding it. In the 
Clementine Homilies,* the Mosaic composition of the Pentateuch 
is denied on account of a variety of objections, which could only 
be such to the rudest conceptions ; God cannot lie, cannot tempt, 
because this would imply ignorance ; he cannot repent, he cannot 
harden the heart; He, the all-sufficient One, can need no offerings 





- 


* Patrres Apost. ed. Cotel.t. i. 
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He cannot be pleased with lights, &c.* The invisibly adulterated 
Pentateuch of the author, which contained such statements, was, 
in fact, not genuine. 

With Carvin, the theological exposition of the Pentateuch 
reached its highest point, that is, relatively. He stands still higher 
above those who fellewed him than above his predecessors. [ is 
curious enough how such a leader should have such followers. Li 
can be explained only on the supposition, that they have never 
read his works, ef which, indeed; we everywhere find evidence. It 
is impossible, that, if they had thoroughly studied Calvin’s Com- 
mentary, they could be so invariably and decidedly superficial as 
they always have shown themselves to be. We intend to confine 
‘our remarks to three authors who have exercised the most exten- 
‘sive influence: SpENcER, Lr Cierc, and J. Τὴ. MIcHAELIS. 
Others who took the same direction, as Grorius and MarsHam, 
have either not carried out their views so logically, or devoted 
themselves less earnestly to the exposition of the Pentateuch, se 
that the traces of their inflmence are lost in that-of these three lead 
ing wiriters.t 

SPENCER, whose exegetical labours on the Pentateuch are pre- 
sented in his work, De legibus Hebreorum ritualibus, has, m our 
own times, found a kindred spirit in Srrauss. Both possess 
-acuteness, but with such an almost incredible deficiency in pro- 
fundity of thought as oftentimes to cast a doubt on their acute- 
ness. In both there is the same icy coldness—the same religious 
feebleness—the same aptitude for stiflmg devotional sentiment, 50 
that the emotions of piety never once appear, even as a transient 
influence, to mterrupt the train of their speculations. In both we 
find the same clearness and precision of representation, which may 





* Homil. 2, δ. 48, 44; sce also c. 52, where it is asserted that it cannot be true that 
Noah was drunk—that Abraham had three wives and Jacob four—that Moses commit- 
ted murder—assertions which fall te the ground at once when the object of the writer 
is determined not according to our own fancies and opinions, but viewed with an un- 
prejudiced eye as he presents it. For then it appears, that, at the head of the whole, 
stands the invisible symbol; “ Lord to thee alone belongeth honour, but to us shame 
and confusion,” that the weaknesses of the chos-n, xs far as they are consistent with 

-the existence of a good foundation, promote the object of the work instead of destroy- 
ing it. 

+ The remarks on these writers are, from the nature of the case, pertial. The author 


is far from denying their merits in other respects, but this is not the place for speaking 
of them. 
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be attained with greater ease in proportion as the understanding 
operates alone, and succeeds in subjecting the other mental facul- 
ties. A difference exists between them in this respect, that Spen- 
cer was contented with applying his peculiar views to one side of 
revelation, which is, however, rather accidental, and founded in the 
difference of their respective times. We cannot divest ourselves of 
the impression, that, in our day, this difference would have va- 
~nished, and that he thought more than he chose to utter. The dif- 
ference, in point of scholarship, is still more accidental and external. 

The leading idea of Spencer’s work shows sufficiently how un- 
fitted he was to be an expositor of the Holy Scriptures, and that 
in his hands their spirit must evaporate. He sets out with an as- 
sertion—in the main correct, but pushed by him to an extreme— 
that many parts of the Mosaic ceremonial law present a striking 
agreement with the religious usages of heathen nations, particularly 
of the Egyptians. But this agreement relates only to their form ; 
its explanation and justification can occasion no difficulty, as soon 
as it is shown that the spirit which animated this form in the 
Mosaic economy was a totally new one. It is perfectly natural, 
that, for the outward representation of things really holy, those 
forms should be chosen which, have been long and extensively used 
for the representation of things supposed to be holy, and therefore 
free from the profane associations which cleave to every symbol 
when first applied to a sacred purpose. Who would think of in- 
ferring anything to the disadvantage of baptism from the religious 
washings practised by the Jews and all other nations of antiquity ? 
But Spencer was incapable of discerning that on which every thing 
depends—the difference of spirit. To him the ceremonial law 
was a body without a soul. ‘To some parts he allows, indeed, a 
mystical and typical sense, (ratio mystica et typica) ; but this is 
only in a few instances ; he maintains that it is merely a subordi- 
nate, not a principal object, so that the moderate and gentle Pfaff, 
in the preliminary dissertation to his edition of Spencer's work, 
was induced to remark, ‘“ the author appears to have said this—to 
Save appearances, and that he might not seem to do away with the 
typical meaning altogether.”* And even when he allows a spiritual 





* “ Dicis saltem gratia, et ne rationem typicam prorsus eliminare videatur, dixisse - 
hoe videtur auctor.” 
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meaning, it is referred entirely to a foreign ground of interpreta- 
tion. ‘‘ It is probable,” he says, “ that God delivered in the law 
some things of peculiar sanctity under the veil of symbols and 
types, on account of a similar custom among the wise men of hea 
then nations, especially the .gyptians.”* But, in general, he loses 
sight of all distinction between the usages of the heathen and those 
belonging to the Israelites that bore an external resemblance to 
them. God adopted the heathenish customs, just as they were, in 
order to furnish the minds of an uncultivated people with occupa- 
tion, which otherwise they would have sought for abroad. He ex- 
presses this in the coarsest way possible. ‘‘ God meanwhile, in 
order to meet their superstitious feeling, adopted not a few rites as 
a part of their own religious institutions, that had been consecrated, 
by long use, among many nations, which he knew to be endurable 
trifles. + He always speaks of the ceremonial law in the most 
contemptuous terms—language which is perfectly natural to those 
by whom the prayer, “ Show me the wonderful things out of thy 
law,’ is never offered, (and therefore not answered)—those persons 
who have so much self-importance as to infer from their not seeing 
a thing that it does not exist. In one passage he says, “‘ No rea- 
son can be assigned, why God determined to burden the Jewish 
people with so many laws and useless rites, and almost to over- 
whelm a rational worship, except that by that heavy yoke to hin- 
der them from transgressing the limits of obedience, and rushing 
into idolatrous practices. or itis acknowledged and evident that 
rites of this kind have no agreement with the nature of God, and 
that such an apparatus of ceremonies was not needful for the cul- 
tivation of piety. [ The connection between a defect in exegetical 
ability, and the denial of the genuineness of the Pentateuch, is here 





* “ Verisimile est, Deum sacratiora queedam symbolorum et typorum velis obducta in 
lege tradidisse, ob morem affinem inter gentium, A. gyptiorum praecipue sapientes usi- 
tatum.”—P, 211. 


+ “ Deus interim, ut superstitioni quovis pacto iretur obviam ritus non paucos, mul- 
torum annorum et gentium usu cohonestatos, quos ineptias norat esse tolerabiles, in 
sacrorum suorum numerum adoptavit.’—P. 640. 


t “ Nulla ratio occurrit, cur deus tot legibus et ritibus inutilibus populum Judaicum 
onerare et cultum rationalem pene obruere voluerit, nisi ut gravi illo jugo populum 
impediret, ne officii sui cancellos transiliret et ad ritus gentilium rueret. Id enim con- 
fessum et assertum est, hu‘usmodi ritus nullum eum Dei natura consensum habuisse 
mec tanto ceremoniarum apparatn opus fuisse ad pietatem colendam.’—P. 26, 


ὃ ἘΝΈΒΟΒΌΟΘΟΤΤΟΝ.. 


evident αἱ ἃ glance. If tlhe: Mosaic ceremonial: law:be looked upore 
as diametrically. opposed to the worship of God in spirit and im 
truth, instead.of bemg its-preparative, a veil er lower form of it— 
then nothing’ean be more absurd than to trace its origin to the 
Divine Being; the more natural supposition is, that it has passed: 
over in ἃ purely natural. way from the Gentiles to the Jews ; 
and. especially since Ged never speaks of these pretended ineptie 
as such, but rather places them on a level with the moral law, and. 
denounces and commands the punishment of their violation in the 
strongest terms, and whieli, according to Spencer's view, must be 
little else than a pious fraud. ( fraus pia), though he conceals it 
under the decorous epithet of συγκατάβασες, aceammodation ; 
and.even observes that God mocked his own people—as, for ex- 
ample, in a passage where he says that perhaps Ged commanded. 
sacrifices per iraniam.. The unwerthy conceptions of God that lie 
at the basis of Spencer's hypothesis have been exposed by some of 
his contemporary opponents. Wiursius in his 4igyptiaca remarks, 
“'Truly whatever appearance of pelitical sagacity such things may 
have, they are contrary to the word of God, and. are the fictions of | 
human ingenuity, unworthy of the majesty of the Divine Being. 
Mortals who are crafty and skilled in worldly wisdom, measure the 
Deity by their own dispositions, and impute to heaven seeret arts- 
ef government and wily contrivances of politicians, which are 
scarcely approved on earth. As if He who has the hearts of men 
in his hands, turning them. whithersoever he will, needed these 
involved subtleties to form and establish a people for himself.’* 
Spencer's conceptions of the Divine Being are so crude,. that we 
might almost suppose that he had brought forward. his hypothesis 
per troniam, expecting that his readers would be ripe enough for 
the whole truth to find it out for themselves. We might appeal 
to such hints as those given in p. 210: “ God delivered many 
things in the law concealed in the envelopment. of types and figures,. 
perhaps that the Mosaic law might harmonise with the mind and 





* “ Verum enimyero, quantameunque hee eivilis prudentie speciem habeant, praeter 
dei verbum cuneta dieuntur, et humani ecommenta sunt ingenii, divini numinis majes- 
tate haud satis digna. Nimirum δαιτὶ catique in seeulo mortales.deum ex sua metiun- 
tur indole ; areanasque imperandi artes et vaframenta Politicorum, que vix terra pro- 
bet, coelo locant. Quasi vero in populo 5101 formando firmandoque iis astutiarum amba- 
gibdus indigeat, is, qui mortalium corda in manu sua habens, ea quorum vult flectit.”— 
Wirsit Agyp. p. 22% Werds which J. D. Michaelis should. have laid to heart! 
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education of Moses hinself.”"* Yet we are not in possession of 
certain evidence that Spencer was distmectly aware of the legitimate 
consequences of his theory, and, as far as we are concerned, this is 
of little importance. It is enough, that such were the conse- 
quences; that from this view of the ceremonial law, the way was 
open on all sides for denying the genuineness of the Pentateuch. 
As a specimen, let us note the following deductions: If the cere- 
monial law of Moses is so constituted, it cannot have proceeded 
from God. Moses, who professed to receive it from God, was not 
divinely commissioned, and cannot be proved to be so by miracles 
and prophecies, and the Pentateuch, which attributes such creden- 
tials to him in great number, was not his work. Nor was Spencer 
content with robbing the ceremonial law of its deeper significance 
and Divine character ; he endeavoured also to reduce, as much as 
possible, the value of the moral part of the law. Thus he labours 
to prove that the Decalogue was not a comprehensive moral code, 
but only had the partial object of counteracting gross idolatry. 
(P. 28.) Ἷ 

The influence of Spencer’s work was very considerable, as may 
pe inferred from the repeated editions, and reprints in Holland and 
Germany. Even theologians, like BossvET, were so incautious 
and shortsighted as, more or less, to abet his views. His learned 
opponents knew not how to strike the vulnerable parts with effect. 
Instead of employing all their powers in a thorough and judicious 
examination of the symbolical and typical meaning of the ceremo- 
nial law, and thus exhibiting the “ wonderful things” of the law, 
they subjected themselves to the fruitless toil of showing that the 
outward forms were not borrowed by the Jews from the heathens, 
but that the reverse was the case. Typology remained in its an- 
cient unfixed state which served as a partial apology for Spencer. 

Spencer was followed by Le CLERC, who adopted his hypothesis 
without any modification or refinement. ‘To characterise him in 
this respect it is quite enough to quote lis remark on Circumci- 
sion, (Gen. xvi. 10): “‘ To many persons, it seems scarcely credi- 
bie that a rite so inconvenient, which, when submitted to by adults, 
is not very decent, and which, lastly, cannot contribute to good 





* “Deus multa in lege typorum et figurarum tegumentis involuta tredidit, forsan at 
dcx Mosaica cum ipso Mosis ingenio et educatione consensum coleret.” 
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morals, could be first instituted by the Most High. They suspect 
that Abraham, who had witnessed it in Egypt, was favourably dis- 
posed towards it, and this being noticed by God, who adapts him- 
self with the greatest condescension to our weakness, he com- 
manded Abraham to practise what he had approved in others.’* 
The religious superficiality which, in general, belongs to the Ar- 
minian school of theology, appears in him to have reached its. 
height. His mental point of viewis-deistical. Everything which: 
reaches beyond his abstract notion of God, and points to a living 
God, he sets down without hesitation as Anthropopathism, An- 
thropomorphism. It is to him a shell without the kernel, and he 
indulges in remarks of this sort till one is quite tired of them. He: 
never suspects that his own abstract notion may, after all, be the 
grossest Anthropomorphism and Anthropopathism. From his 
imaginary religious elevation, he looks down with commiseration 
on the sacred persons and the sacred writers. We hardly need 
point out, that such a tendency, as soon as it is clearly developed 
by history,t must lead to the denial of the genuineness of such sa- 
ered books as the Pentateuch. Books which speak so childishly 
of God, reject the admission of a Divine co-operation with their 
composition ; miracles and prophecies, as they must have actually 
occurred if the Pentateuch be genuine, belong to the living God ; 
and if every word be already looked upon with alarm Iest it should 
be too coarse for the idol Reason, how much more those acts which 
break through the supposed brazen walls of Nature ! 

That this writer had some consciousness that the admission of 
the latter was little suited to his religious standing, is shown by 
some insulated attempts to bring down miracles within the range of 
natural events, as in his Essay on the Passage through the Red Sea,. 
appended to his Commentary on the Pentateuch. In truth, he was’ 
deficient in the necessary condition of belief in miracles—the re-- 
eognition of the dependence of the common course of nature on the: 
‘Divine will ; and hence miracles appeared to him throughout as: 





*. “ Parum credibile multis videtur ritum ejusmodi incommodum, et quando a gran-- 
dioribus suscipiebatur parum honestum, qui denique neque ad bonos mores quidquam 
conferre potest, a deo opt. max. primum institutum. Suspicantur Abrahamum, qui hoc~ 
viderat in Aeg. fieri—in illorum sententiam ivisse; quod cum animadverteret deus qui 
summa συγκατάβασει sese nostrae imbecillitati attemperat, idem Abrahamum ᾿τιβ8818. 
facere, quod jam in aliis probabat.” 

+ In the present day; Gesenius may be regarded asa Guess Redivivus. 
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something causeless and irregular, and assumed almost a grotesque 
form. For whatever may be called a deeper meaning he had 
a great aversion. This cannot be accounted for merely from an 
incapacity of perception. There is oftentimes an evident dread of 
leaving the precincts of natural development, by the acknowledg- 
ment of the deeper sense—of conceding something to the Scriptures 
which can only belong to them on the supposition of their holiness. 
Thus he endeavours, at all hazards, to explain away the passages 
which show that the Israelitish nationality (particularismus ) 
was from the first not the opposite, but the groundwork and pre- 
parative, of a universal dispensation of rehgion (universalismus } 
—that the exclusiveness was the means for final comprehensive- 
ness. He explains Genesis xii. 3, “in thee shall all the nations of 
the earth be blessed,” (where, even at the beginning of God's 
dealings with Abraham, the final object of his calling is very ap- 
parent) * ‘‘ Benedictions shall be generally expressed among the 
nations of the east by the use of thy name and example, i these 
or similar words, ‘ May God bless thee, as he blessed Abraham. ” 
He would rather commit a gross violation of the laws of language 
than make up his mind to admit a meaning which, the event 
being considered according to the common course of things, was 
so little to be expected, and which would have placed him on 
ground where he would not have felt himself at home. His in- 
capacity for theological exposition almost exceeds belief. His 
remarks on the history of the Fall serve strikingly to show how an 
exposition of this kind becomes a direet preparative for mythical 
notions, and thus for denying the genuineness of the Pentateuch. 
In his hands it becomes a disgusting caricature. In a sense it 
could from this stand-point be no longer regarded as history. He 
thus observes on Gen. il. 9,t “ As the tree of hfe might be a tree 





* “h,e. Tuo nomine exemplove prolato benedictiones apud plurimos orientis popu- 
los concipientur, his aut similibus verbis, benedicat tibi Deus, ut benedixit Abrahamo.” 

+ “Ut arbor vite potest esse arbor, cujus fructus essent ἀλεξιυτήριοι, 5. medicati : 
ita arbor prudentie erit arbor venenata, quam vitare prudentium est, et cujus gustato 
fructu imprudens sit prudentior. Hujus generis plures arbores esse potuerunt, quem- 
admodum plures sunt medicatarum species (Plin. 1. xii. c. 6.) meminit cujusdam In- 
dica ficus, quam ita describit ; est et alia similis huic, dulcior pomo, sed interaneorum 
valetudini infesta. Subjicit: edixerat Alexander, ne quis agminis sui id pomum ad- 
tingeret, qua circumstantia hee illustrari potest historia.” 

“Amborum oculi aperti sunt, 7. 6. postquam illicitum fructum comederunt, animad- 
verterunt, quod antea in animum non revocaverunt; nempe aut se sibi divinam iram. 
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whose fruit possessed a medicinal virtue, so the tree of knowledge 
might be a poisonous tree, which the prudent would avoid, but 
those who were so imprudent as to taste it would thereby acquire 
prudence. Of this kind there may be many trees, as there are 
several species of medicinal ones. Pliny (ii. ὁ. 6) mentions a cer- 
tain Indian fig-tree, which he so describes ; there is also anoth r 
like it, sweeter than an apple, but of deleterious quality. He adds, 
that Alexander gave orders that none of his soldiers should touch 
the fruit, a circumstance which may illustrate this history.” On 
Genesis 111. 7 he says, ‘The eyes of both were opened; that is, 
after they had eaten the ferbidden fruit they perceived what before 
they had not called to mind, namely, either that they had incurred 
the Divine displeasure, or, from internal pain, that the fruit was 
injurious, and that they would not derive from it the advantage 
they had expected.” On Genesis ii. 24, “‘ Grotius thinks that 
here is a ὃν dla δυοῖν, and that a cherub and flame of a sword is 
said instead of a cherub, that is, a flaming sword ; and by a fiery 
sword he understands the flames of the bitumen that abounded in 
the plains of Babylon, through which alone Paradise could be 
approached, and which was thus rendered inaccessible to Adam. 
T should rather believe that Moses meant that God sent angels to 
set on fire the bitumen of Babylon or a similar soil, and to employ 
it as a flaming sword to keep men at a distance.” We might be 
tempted to believe that the author wished to turn the holy Scrip- 
tures to ridicule, by detailing the absurdities consequent on the 
historical exposition, and thus intimating that it was necessary to 
give them up. And, indeed, if this was not his conscious design, 
still there must have been in his mind an obscure feeling of the 
sort. We can hardly think that the few pretended traces of a later 
age and of historical contradictions, on which he based his attack 
against the genuineness of the Pentateuch, in the work entitled 
Sentimens de quelques Theologiens de Hollande sur Uhistoire 





conciliasse ; aut intestinorum dolore, fructus illius usum esse noxium, nedum ut ex 60 
emolumentum ingens, ut speraverant, ad se rediret.” 

“TH. Grotius existimat hic esse ἕν διὰ δυοῖν et dici cherub et flammam gladii, ἀντὶ 
τοῦ cherub, i. 6. flammans gladius ; flammeumque gladium interpretatur ignes ex bitumi- 
noso Babylonis agro accensos, per quos solos dabatur aditus in Paradisum qui proinde 
Adamo eo pacto clausus erat. Crediderim potius hoc voluisse Mosen ; Deum, scili- 
set, angelos misisse, qui Babylonici aut similis agri bitumen accenderent, eoque tion 
flammeo gladio ad arcendos homines uterentur.” 


INTRODUCTION. 1} 


erttique, du Κ΄. T. p. Richard Simon, Amst. 1685, and the later 
retractation of which in. his Commentary is not altogether unsus- 
picious, could alone have had the power to determine him to so 
weighty a decision. There must have been something else in 
existence which gave importance to those apparent reasons, which 
otherwise he would easily have disposed of. Be this as it may, 
one thing is certain, that after time had brought to light the con- 
sequences of such a method of exposition, it was absurd to adhere 
to it, and yet any longer to maintain the genuineness of the Pen- 
tateuch. Hence it was a matter of just astonishment when Ro- 
SENMULLER, who, as an expositor, stood on no higher ground 
than Le Clerc, and almost entirely copied him, came forward to 
vindicate the Pentateuch. But to present a more complete view 
of a writer whose commentaries have had so wide-spread and last- 
ing an influence, we will give a few additional passages from his 
treatise De Lingua Hebraicd, prefixed to his Commentary on 
Genesis, which show that, taking his station on heathen ground, 
he looked far down on the sacred writers, while they, whose glory 
is internal, had in his eyes neither “‘form nor comeliness.” Nor 
had he the gentle sort of imagination which, in the instance of Her- 
der, reserved for the sacred writers a modest position in the neigh- 
bourhood of profane literature, as he had no perception of any 
standard by which to measure sacred literature, nor even the 
oriental. ‘“ Poetry,” he remarks, ‘“‘ according to the genius of their 
language, they cultivated somewhat more; and many passages in 
their songs possess dignity and grace enough to show what they 
could have done if they had devoted as much attention to it as 
other nations. . ** = * πὴ  p. 8. They despise all the rutes 
of rhetoricians, even those which are not arbitrary but supported 
by the sure and common reason of all nations. ‘They are desti- 
tute of what is necessary, and abound in superfluities, p. 9. 
Little regard is paid to the order of time and events by the He- 
brews. Thus the account of the division of nations, in Genesis, 
chap. x., ought to come after ver. 9 of chap. x1. Chap. x1. 3, 4, 
8, are also inversions of the narrative ; as also chap. xxiv. xxi. 
&c., &c. All that is base and degrading is to be avoided in those 
things which the imagery employed naturally suggests to the 
hearers. According to this canon, it would not be allowable to 
say that God is a man of war, that he is roused up as one thas 
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sleepeth,’ &c. Remarks of this sort do not, as Le Clere would 
have it, affect the form merely in its accidental appearances, but 
in its connection with the reality, and show how foreign that was 
to him, how entirely he was unaffected by it. | 

Le Clerc was followed by J. D. MicuakE is, whose work on the 
Mosaic Law ( Mosaisches Recht) requires here to be particularly 
noticed, and then his Remarks for the Unlearned ( Anmerkungen 
fiir Ungelehrte.) His influence has been far more extensive than 
that of his predecessor. ‘The exegesis of the latter was almost 
universally regarded as that of a classical philologist whose autho- 
rity was recognised only in his own department. Theological ex- 
position looked down upon him, and went on its way unconcerned, 
though it showed itself incapable of any great achievements, and 
therefore could not paralyse the influence of the theological part of 
Le Clerc’s Exposition. Michaelis, on the contrary, succeeded in 
making his Exposition nearly predominant, so that his exegetical 
results might be considered as almost universally received as those 
suited to the time when the danger showed itself. Whatever 
stood in opposition to it was ridiculed, and not altogether without 
reason, for it. was unwieldy and decrepit. But we may confidently 
assert that Michaelis, by clearing the foundations of the genuine- 
ness of the Biblical writings, has injured them more than those 
who have more directly attacked them. He destroyed the kernel, 
and then vainly declaimed against those who attempted to injure 
the shell. His tendency in expounding the Pentateuch is apolo- 
getic throughout. In opposition to the attacks of the English 
Deists and French Atheists he aimed at evincing the excellence 
of the Mosaic law. But, since he had no perception of its real 
excellence, he deprived Moses of the praise which is really due to 
him, and attributed to him that to which he made no pretensions, 
and which would rather have rendered suspicious, than confirmed, 
his character as a.divine messenger. “1 dare confidently assert,” 
he remarks, in his introduction to his work, “ that in the Books 
of Moses we shall meet with some very unexpected and splendid 
specimens of legislative sagacity.” To point out these specimens 
is the main object of his book. If we are to take the statements 
of this work as established, Moses appears almost as respectable 
a personage as Sir John David Michaelis. That such a man 
should be supported by miracles and prophecies is highly im 
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probable. Others who, as legislators, stood far higher than he, 
even if everything is allowed him which Michaelis generously 
grants, were not so supported ; and posterity took so much pains 
to deprive him of this imaginary praise as not to allow him to 
obtain what was justly due. In this connection Eichhorn’s judg- 
ment on Michaelis is remarkable: “From a busy search after 
political plans and schemes he too readily attributes to the law- 
giver secret views and projects which never passed his thoughts, 
or a too refined connection is attempted to be traced in enactments 
which depend much more slightly on one another. It is well 
that perhaps Michaelis was somewhat too liberal in this direction; 
we can now more easily take away what is redundant; the poor taber- 
nacle of Moses now stands there with its furniture, if any of the ar- 
ticles are too splendid they may easily be exchanged for coarser ma- 
terials.’* The political principles of Michaelis were not the growth 
of a Christian soil, but borrowed from the impious politics of his day. 
French writers were his teachers. In attributing those principles 
to Moses without reserve or hesitation, he dragged him down into 
a circle, where we might expect to meet any one rather than aman 
of God. ‘The assurance with which he did this—thinking all the 
time that he was doing service to the cause of religion—must often 
excite a smile. ‘The most egregious instance of the kind is the as- 
sertion, that Moses subscribed to the maxim, that the end sancti- 
fies the means, and to such an extent that he frequently made use 
of religion as the means to an end. On this point he expresses 
himself without reserve in Part i., § 18. ‘In the legislative pru- 
dence of Moses I have remarked, in general, a certain kind of ar- 
tifice which in our day is unusual, and, perhaps, is not likely to 
be again in vogue. Many a law is considered more sacred when, 
its real occasion being kept out of sight, it is placed in some rela- 
tion to virtue and religion, and a moral meaning or direction is 
given to it. Thus it gains a title to respect, and when broken, 
men. consider that the virtue is violated with which it is associated. 
The slight remains of the legislative prudence of the Egyptians 
which have come down to us shew that that people often employed 
such means. Where it could be done without fraud, Moses availed 
himself of a similar method.” In the course of the work a number 





* Biblioth. fiir Bibl. Literat. Th. 3, p. 847. 
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of instances are adduced in which Moses is said to have‘acted on 
_ this maxim. Thus, for example (Part iii., § 145),—‘* When the 
observance of a law was of material consequence, the sanction of 
an oath and of religion were brought to its aid. This was done 
by Moses against idolatry, of which the prohibition was a funda- 
mental maxim of his polity, and by the Romans for the security 
of the tribunes of the people. It is a matter of course that this 
artifice must not be used too lavishly.” Even for the most insig- 
nificant and lowest purposes he would let religion serve as a 
means. The religious importance which is ascribed to the enjoined 
purification of the camp could not be seriously meant ; the object 
which, if plainly avowed, would not have made a sufficient im- 
pression, was merely the prevention of noisome effluvia; Moses 
speaks as if whoever dressed a kid in its mother’s milk committed 
an. act of impiety; but in this manner the astute lawgiver intended. 
to accustom the stupid people to dress their food not with butter, 
but olive-oil, this being much more sayoury. The prohibition of 
eating fat and blood under the pretence that they belonged to the 
altar, and were too sacred to be eaten, had for its real but con- 
cealed reason, that the use of fat in their cookery by a people 
liable to diseases of the skin would have been prejudicial, and likely 
to aggravate such complaints.” (Compare Part iv., § 171, 205-6.) 
This example of mean political maxims attributed to Moses is, in- 
deed, the coarsest and most glaring, but by no means the only 
one. Another, which is more refined, but nevertheless suited by 
itself alone, if it were well founded, to shake the divine mission of 
Moses, and, consequently, the genuineness of the Pentateuch, runs 
through the whole book. Michaelis is at once an opponent of 
the divine right and an advocate for the unlimited power of the 
magistracy. The latter, in his opinion, proceeds from the people's 
favour ; but, then, as the representative of the popular will, it is 
to rule over all things, while every divine right is always limited 
and confined within a prescribed circle. This view, taken from 
modern impiety, he also attributes to Moses, and carries out the 
principle to an absurd and ridiculous extent. The lawgiver in- 
spects the bed-rooms and the cooking apparatus. He cares so 
tenderly for his subjects as to enjoin them to dress their food not 
with butter, but with olive-oil, because it is more palatable. ‘“ This,” 
Michaelis remarks, “‘ many a reader in Germany will say is deli- 
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eacy even to excess, but it might be useful for a people who were 
going to be led into a. country like Palestine.” The lawgiver 
forces health on his subjects by heroic means. Houses, for ex- 
ample, that were infected with leprosy he ordains shail be pulled 
down, out of concern for the health of the inhabitants. He shows 
the tenderest regard for weak nerves: the leper was not allowéd to 
dwell in the camp, and was to veil his face that no one might be 
disgusted by so loathsome a spectacle, or take fright by bemg un- 
expectedly touched by the diseased. Such legislative tenderness 
would prove unmerciful even for those who received the benefit, by 
victimizing others. Who would not experience some disgust, and 
be shocked now and then, rather than feel the hands of the police 
for ever on their necks ? 

On all occasions Michaelis evinces the most painful apprehen- 
sion of getting off the ground that was common to himself and 
his opponents, not merely, perhaps, because he was afraid that they 
would not follow him beyond it, but chiefly because here he himself 
felt most at home. Yet, notwithstanding, in everything which could 
be settled only on the basis of vital piety he was preparing for his 
opponents an easy triumph. For all the acuteness he exerted could 
not eventually conceal the weakness of his defences on the ground 
of natural causes ; and that the supernatural ground was not tenable 
seemed settled by the concessions of the supernaturalist champion. 
Thus the opinion that God, when he declared (Exodus xxxiv. 24) 
that, during the journeys to attend the annual feasts, no enemy should 
mvade the land of Israel, thereby pledged himself to reward faith- 
fulness by faithfulness—he rejects, in terms which are too crude even 
for those who retain the deistical belief in Providence, “ Could we 
indeed venture, so to interpret the words of Moses, asif he had pro- 
mised a periodical miracle from God, that, for three weeks every 
year, all the enemies of the Israelites should be changed into 
stocks?” We might fancy the ‘“ lord on whose hand the king 
leaned” (2 Kings 7) was another Sir John Michaelis. According 
to Michaelis, Moses only directed the people to rely on the sup- 
posed customary law of nations, according to which a regard was 
paid by one people to the religious observances of another, and a 
temporary cessation of hostilities was granted during the celebra- 
tion of a festival. Thus he remarks (Part 2, § 74), in reference 
to the law of the Sabbatical year, that, according to it, whatever 
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appearance of religiousness it might have, its only object was to 
secure the laying up in store of the grain.. Should God indeed 
have pledged himself to such a periodical miracle, which, after all, 
would not have been needed, if Moses had given no law of the 
kind, to which the people could not adhere?” What a crude no- 
tion of the common course of nature does this language imply! 
How inconsequential it is when a man who is so incapable of dis 

cerning the traces of God in Nature, will yet partially adhere to 
them in History! Thus he disputes the divine title of the Israe- 
lites to Palestine, and vainly labours with all the technicalities of 
a special pleader to prove their human title! Ofthe essential nature 
of the theocracy he had no perception. That by which the theo- 
cracy is said to have chiefly manifested itself, as in the decision 
through the medium of oracles, or the divine presence in a cloud, 
&c., belongs almost solely to the Mosaic age, and appears in its 
isolation so singular, so ex abrupto, that it would be lost as soon 
as touched by the hand of mythical interpretation. ‘‘ The theo- 
cracy as to its main design was only an appellation which would 
more conveniently exelude idolatry.” (Parti, §35.) On Exodus 
xix. 5, where the Israelites are denominated a kingdom of priests, he 
observes— The phrase seems to be taken from the Egyptians, among 
whom the priests had great privileges, possessed land free of tribute, 
and received, besides, their maintenance from the king.” How 
ean a writer who has so indistinct a pereeption of the nature of the 
people of God recognise the being of God as manifested in history, 
and dwelling among his people? The point of contrast between 
the Old Testament and heathenism which always strikes him is 
the most superficial of all, that of monotheism and polytheism. 
The highest object of the law appears to him the negative one of 
preventing idolatry ; he entirely loses sight of its positive object, 
the production of a living knowledge of God. Owing to this low 
view of the nature of religion, it is quite natural that he regards its 
claims with an unfavourable eye. Thus he points out in the addi- 
tions to the Mosaisches Rechte (im Ammon’s and Bertholdt's Jour- 
nal part iv., p. 356), that many among Abraham’s servants were 
already circumcised ; otherwise; for eight days all work must have 
ceased, and the cattle could not have been foddered. So he takes 
immense pains to find out dietetieal, medical, juridical, and other 
ends, for all the laborious and burdensome ceremonial laws, in order 


INTRODUCTION. {τ 


to show that the Levites might earn their income (which was much 
larger than they deserved as servants of religion) in the eapacity of 
physicians, land-surveyors, and scholars. 

It is remarkable that Michaelis, from this anti-supernatural point 
of view, leaves, in general, the miracles of the Pentateuch untouched, 
and only attempts an explanation on mere natural principles, where 
Le Clerc had led the way, as, for instance, in Exodus xiv. But 
this may be easily accounted for, if we consider that, to a natural 
explanation of the miracles, or even to the denial of the genuineness 
of the Pentateuch, it was not so easy to make a gentle and unob- 
served transition from the ancient view. In this case he would have 
been placed under the necessity of openly opposing it, which he 
could not, and did not, like to do, owing to his education, and, per- 
haps, the remains of early piety, not to say that, during the prime of 
his life, he wasin a measure still restrained by the spirit of the age. 

But however close the connection of the deterioration of biblical 
exposition which we have described, with the denial of the genuine- 
ness of the Pentateuch, yet still important causes must have come 
into operation, owing to which, exactly in the last quarter of the 
eighteenth century, the transition from the one to the other began, 
and became more and more general. Without such causes the dan- 
gerous consequence would have been suppressed by the power of 
custom, or a reaction would have taken place within the depart- 
ment of exegesis. For the existence of such causes, which had long 
been silently preparing, the deterioration of exegesis itself leads us. 
For if this is not accidental, if it has its origin in a new spirit of 
the age, constantly spreading, and becoming more strongly marked 
in opposition to that of earlier times, then the denial of the genuine- 
ness of the Pentateuch is not only affected by an erroneous exegesis, 
but the spirit of the age must also stand in a direct relation to it. 

The last age regarded the Past, in general, and, therefore, all 
historical tradition, with a filial piety. This sentiment was, on the 
whole, an effect of humility. In disparaging the Past, men felt as if 
they were injuring the roots of their own existence; they had no 
wish to be thrown entirely on themselves. As in all other instances, 
so in this, abuse and excess were mingled with the good. Though 
mdividuals were by no means wanting who practised historical cri- 
ticism with an unprejudiced mind, yet, in general, there was an ex- 
cessive respect for all which bore the name of history ; men were 
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kept back from beginning to meddle with historical eriticism by 8 
secret dread. of what. it might lead to. 

In the second half of the seventeenth century this reverence for 
history began gradually to diminish, first in England, Holland, 
and France (we need only mention Bayle and Hardouin), then, 
after the accession of Frederic Ε]., also in Germany, where the 
love of negation bemg onee awakened by that spirit of mquiry 
which is peculiar to the German nation, assumed an exceedingly 
dangerous form. In proportion as men, proud and self-confident, 
believed that they stood in a more. exalted. position in reference to 
the past, the greater liberties they presumed might be taken with 
its monuments. In no case did they suspect that possibly the de- 
structive process might be carried too far. ‘The consciousness of 
their inherent power was strengthened when they succeeded in over- 
turning what a blind past had supported itself upon. very time 
an. old structure fell in ruins a shout of triumph burst forth. In 
addition, the conceited spirit of the age gradually lost that love 
which might have enlarged the capacity of individual minds for ad- 
mitting what was not indigenous, and likewise the power of appre- 
hension. What men could not apprehend they thought them- 
selves justified im rejecting. 

_ This universal alteration in the disposition of the times towards 
history must not be lost sight of when we examine into the causes 
of their altered disposition towards the sacred books, and especially 
the Pentateuch. As all particulars rest on a general tendency, the 
attacks on Homer, for example, were in part productions of the 
same soil as.those on the books of sacred writ, as has already been 
noticed by other writers. Thus Schubarth remarks*—“ Since the 
last half of the eighteenth century a gladsome fresh feeling of nature 
has continually diffused itself, by which men have believed them- 
selves enabled to draw from their own resources all the materials 
and substance of life. Asa matter of course, every thing traditional 
from which men have hitherto been wont to take counsel, illumina- 
tion, culture, and edification, has lost very much of the respect and 
consideration hitherto paid to it. A more lively, daring, imperti- 
nent, and even reckless, spirit has been brought into action. And. 
so we see, after men haye first tried to free themselves from a bur- 





* Ideen ubcr Homer und sein Zeitalter, 236. 
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densome restraint in reference to the sacred writings, the same law- 
less spirit has extended itself to everything traditional, in order to 
get rid of it, rather than estimate it at its full value and intrinsic 
worth.” 

But this general explanation is far from reaching the whole of the 
case in reference to the Pentateuch. The strength of the grounds 
of its genuineness being what it is, this explanation accounts at 
most only for the denial of it as a temporary phenomenon in some 
isolated cases ; but it does not account for the obstinacy with which 
the denial is maintained, and its wide spread. In profane litera- 
ture, the period of doubting at random soon came to an end; and 
if instances of the kind every now and then occur, and show that 
_ the root of the perverted tendency is not quite dead, this only ap- 
plies to individual cases, and cannot indicate the universal preva- 
lence cf the principle. External evidences once more resume their 
rightful position, and in reference to the internal evidences, there 
is no longer the same audacity. Men strive now to understand 
before they venture to pass judgment. Where no better motive 
operates, pride, at least, for a change, strives to build up what pride 
had pulled down. Every writer who has been deprived of his 
rights will be reinstated in due time tnx integrum. The turn which 
the recent inquiries concerning Homer have taken is generally 
known. Even those who still remain sceptical are essentially dif- 
ferent from the earlier opponents. Where the latter saw nothing 
but confusion and accident, there the former acknowledge a deeply 
hidden unity—an organic connection, altogether different from 
what has happened with respect to the Pentateuch, where the ill- 
judged assertion of its fragmentary character is continually re- 
peated. The orations of Cicero that were impugned by Wolfe, 
have been acknowledged as genuine. Socher’s daring judgments 
on the Platonic Dialogues were received with indignation ; and even 
the sentence of rejection also which Ast passed on some smaller 
and less important ones, is considered to have been too severe. In- 
stead of persisting in maintaining their absolute spuriousness, it is 
thought enough to allow that they were the immature products of 
the Platonic genius.* The eighth book of Thucydides has been 





* See Ritter. Gesch. der Phil. Th. 2, 5. 170. Ackermann, Das Christliche im 
Plato, s. 21. 
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denied to be his, on account of the supposed difference in the style 
from that of the other books. Niebuhr considers this conclusion 
as a mere cutting of the knot, as unskilful arbitrariness. “I am 
of opinion,” he observes,* “ that the great writer's perfect sense of 
propriety is to be seen therein, that, since the solemnity and dig- 
nity rose. continually higher, till the catastrophe in Sicily, from the 
point where the grandeur of the history terminated, the narration 
passed into a lower key. An inferior writer would have thought 
that the same pathetic dignity ought to have been retained through- 
out. For the period towards the close of the war, and during the 
tyranny, Thucydides would have returned to his elevated manner. 
‘The period of the long suffering of the undecided conflict required 
to. be described in a more subdued tone.” How much more easy 
is it to account for the difference of style between Deuteronomy 
and the other books ofthe Pentateuch from internal reasons ! How 
much less need is there of that refined talent of observation which 
Niebuhr here exhibits! It presents itself to every unprejudiced 
person atonce. That itis notwithstanding rejected so stoutly—that 
it is so rudely asserted that this difference shows incontestably a 
distinct authorship—makes it very evident, that a certain bias must 
be in operation by which profane literature remains unaffected. If 
we examine into. the universal disapprobation with which a slight 
tendency to historical scepticism, even in celebrated men like Ὁ. 
Miiller, has been received, we believe it may be confidently main- 
tained, that a criticism so ridiculously arbitrary as that of De 
Wette, if it had been directed against the genuineness of a profane 
writer, or against a portion of profane history, would now be con- 
sidered as being quite out of date, or would have only sufficed to 
confer on its author the unenviable celebrity of a Hardouin. And 
even if he had succeeded in exciting some notice in his day, a work 
like that of Vatke, had he chosen to exercise his acuteness on He- 
rodotus, for example, instead of the Pentateuch, would have fallen 
still-born from the press. It would have been considered as trans. 
gressing the proper limits of philosophical enquiry. 

How little the universal tendency of the age to historical scep- 
ticism will suffice to solve our problem, is shown by the fact, that 
several who have been very decided in their opposition to the ge- 
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nuineness and credibility of the Pentateuch, have shown on other 
occasions a deficiency of historical criticism, and are ever ready 
to admit claims of genuineness and credibility beyond almost any 
eritic of note in earlier times. The same Volney, for example, 
who, with the bold flippancy of a Voltaire, refuses every vestige of 
historical truth to the Pentateuch, and the 14th chapter of whose 
Recherches sur Histoire Ancienne, is entitled, Du personnage 
appellé Abraham, appeals to the pretended Sanchoniathon (from 
whom the criticisms of even an unenlightened age has long since 
taken the mask), as to an unquestionable voucher, and makes use 
of him as a touch-stone (apis Lydius) by which the merits of 
others must be tried. “ Let us hear,” he says, “‘ Sanchoniathon, 
who lived about thirteen hundred years before our era.”* Later 
writers, such as Nicol. Damascenus, Alex. Polyhistor, and Arta- 
panus, whose surprising accounts are evidently only echoes of 
Jewish tradition, and for that reason have no intrinsic historical 
value, appeared to him of vast importance, as fitted to furnish 
weapons against the truth of the sacred history. Not by mere ac- 
cident it has come to pass, that exactly that German critic who 
has been most successful m concealing the theological bias that 
animated him—who could venture, with well-grounded hope, to de- 
signate the charge made against him of dogmatic prepossession 
as naive—that GESENTIUS, before the eyes of all Europe, must 
make it known, how easy it would have been for him to acknow- 
ledge the genuineness of the Pentateuch, if the question had been 
to be decided merely at the tribunal of historical justice. He ran 
first into the snare of a l'rench marquis, who had been playing the 
trick of putting forth a self-fabricated inscription as a discovered 
relic of antiquity. Gesenius recognised in it an important memo- 
rial for the history of Gnosticism, and commented on it in his 
Essay, De tnseriptione nuper in Cyrenaica reperta. Scarcely had 
he got over the smart which, after the exposure of the trick by 
Boeckh, Kopp, and others, the unavoidable confession of his blun- 
der must ‘have occasioned—scarcely had he prepared, by import- 
ant palaographical investigations, to cause this error to be forgot- 
ten, when he was involved in still greater perplexity. A similar 
eatastrophe to that produced by a few lines now befel him with a 
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whole book. What a contrast between the youthful Wagenfield, 
M.D. in Bremen, and the primeval Sanchoniathon! If it was a 
‘‘ salto mortale’ from Wagenfield to Philo, how much more from 
Philo to Sanchoniathon ! | 

Another very important proof that the exact solution of the 
problem must be sought for elsewhere than in the common field of 
literature, arises from the: fact, that the judgment of historians (and 
equally of other lay scholars) of later times, on the Pentateuch, is 
so essentially different from that of theologians—a phenomenon 
which can only be explained on the supposition, that the theolo- 
gian, more than any other man, keeps his eyes shut, till he can 
find out what bearimg a work has on his theological prepossessions, 
and lets everything else, good or evil, be accommodated to these ; 
while the historian, although he is not free from prepossessions,. 
yet im general is not enslaved to them to such a degree as to allow 
himself to be misled, to violate the principles of historical. justice, 
and to become a traitor to history. We deem this point of suffi- 
cient importance to specify some few instances of the difference of 
that position. ‘That, in our own times, the authority of the Pen- 
tateuch would be universally acknowledged, if it merely had to do 
with historical criticism—if it merely had to pass through the or- 
deal of the tendency to historical scepticism im general—may be 
inferred more decidedly from the facts which we intend to bring 
forward, if we reflect that the theologians have made every effort 
to perplex the pomt of view taken by the historians who, from a 
want of a knowledge of the language, and by the extent of the 
ground they have to occupy, are in many ways dependent upon 
them, besides being under a certain influence from the theological 
prepossessions which depend upon the spirit of the age, as we shall 
hereafter point out. | 

The position which HEEREN has taken m reference to the Pen- 
tateuch justly claims our first attention. He has, with evident de- 
sign, avoided expressing himself distinctly and fully upon it. But 
this shyness is a plain proof of his want of confidence in the in- 
vestigations of theologians. Without allowing himself to be de- 
ceived by their assurance, he is disposed to wait and see how the 
matter will end. As far as the accusations come under his cogni- 
sance, he finds no fault. He is not misled by the loud “ crucify 
him!” of the theologians. In all his works, not a single suspi- 
cion is cast on the historical statements of the Pentateuch. Where 
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he alludes to it most frequently—the volume of his “ Ideen,” re- 
lating to Egypt—he treats it as an undoubted trustworthy autho- 
rity. The principal facts of the Pentateuch are recognised by him 
in his History of Antiquity as historically accredited. (p. 40, 4th 
ed.) In the same work, he remarks, in his account of the sources 
of Egyptian history, that the Mosaic notices contain, although not 
a continuous history, yet a faithful delineation of the state of 
Egypt, as it was at that time. As a subject for further oral ex- 
position, he points out “‘ the importance and pre-eminence of 
the Jewish accounts, as far as they are purely historical.” Particu- 
larly worthy of notice is an assertion he makes in a review of 
Rosselini’s work on Egypt. ‘‘ We cannot, however, close this re- 
view without expressing a wish that a learned Orientalist would 
subject to a critical and impartial examination, the section in pp. 
254-270, and the sheet of the Atlas belonging to it, Monumenté 
ctvilt, No. 49, representing the manufacture of bricks. If this 
sepulchral picture represents the bond-service of the children of 
Israel in this employment, it is equally important for exegesis and 
chronology :—for exegesis, because it would be a striking proof of 
the high antiquity “of the Mosaic writings, and especially of Exo 

dus, the narrative of which, in the first and fifth chapters, it repre- 

sents with the greatest fidelity, even to minute details ; for chron- 
ology, since it relates to the eighteenth dynasty, under the reign 
of Thutmes-Moeris, about 1740 years before Christ, and would give 
a fixed point for profane as well as for sacred history. According 
to the inscriptions which here, as well as elsewhere, stand above 
the figures, it is the tomb of an inspector of the royal buildings 
in Egypt, Roscéré by name.” In how many ways must not the 
genuineness of the Mosaic writings have recommended itself to 
persons who will allow these witnesses coming forth from the 
tombs to give evidence on its behalf, though the theologians would 
at once stop their mouths; like the negro who pushed back into 
the coffin, without ceremony, the man who was recovering from 
apparent death, saying, “1 have a certificate of thy death in my 
pocket.” 

From Heeren we turn to JoHN von MULLER. This writer has 
always adhered to his acknowledgment of the genuineness of the 
Pentateuch. Even while his religious development was still im- 
perfect, he held the same language. The genuineness approved it- 
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self to the historian before it did to the Christian. His native can- 
dour led him to acknowledge the internal grounds of genuineness, 
and what seemed to speak against it, he understood precisely, 
for that very reason, how to appreciate. Thus, in his Universal 
History, he says: “ Eivery trait of the first book (Genesis) has its 
relation to circumstances and objects which are only in harmony 
with his (Moses’) position. When the author makes mention of 
the patriarch of his own nation, the spirit of truth manifests itself ; 
his whole style is striking and characteristic, and its minute pecu- 
liarities stamp it with the seal of authenticity. It was indeed the 
‘custom of remote antiquity to omit the relation of particular cir- 
cumstances, and represent great events in a more elevated and 
striking manner, as proceeding from the will and act of the first 
cause; in order that the sense directed towards a practical effect, 
while it moved the soul with a stronger feeling of solemnity, bemg 
unburdened with minute distinctions, might simply impress the 
sentiment of dependence on the universal Ruler, and of resigna- 
tion under his government, which speaks to us in the voice of 
nature.” (Vol. 1. p. 337, Eng. Trans. London, 1818.) The ce- 
remonial law, in which. theologians saw only a monument of re- 
fined priestcraft—a system of outward religious observances of an 
age in which the spirit of religion had been lost (see De Wette, 
Krit. 5. 279, &e.)—appeared to him perfectly worthy of a divine 
messenger, as altogether in accordance with the spirit of Moses 
and the character of his age. “Η ordained a great allegorical 
system of observances, consisting wholly m actions; so that, while 
the simple moral law only contained the renovated faith of the 
patriarchs, with the addition of warnings and examples, the ritual 
kept the people unceasingly employed in ceremonies, striking to 
the senses, and sufficient to satisfy the most restless activity. That 
he cleared up the hidden sense of various rites, and derived them 
by tradition from antiquity, is an opinion which is supported by 
many vestiges; yet he might have foreseen that intelligent men 
would not have lost their true sense without such aid.” (Vol. 1. 
p. 334, Eng. Tr.) And in another passage he removes with ease 
stumbling-blocks which theologians had thrown in the way. “The 
repetitions,” he remarks (in his Notes on the Books of Moses, in 
Appencix to his brother, J. G. Miiller’s Blichen in die Bibel, 
vol, ii. p. 476), “are in the spirit of olden time.” And again, 
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* Assoon as we reflect on the greatness of the aim, the repetition 
is no longer tedious ; everything shows why it is so.” On the 
ethnological list in Genesis x., which, though feeling inclined to 
retain as historical, the theologians explain as a ridiculous ana- 
chronism, #e remarks (the historian not so credulous as they, 
taking every little discovery for granted as being true, nor so un- 
scientific as they are, holding slight etymological combinations 
as sufficient to erect the structure of history, or to pullit down) ;— 
‘* The journeys are quite geographically true. With this chapter 
the whole of universal history may be said to begin.” (P. 458.) 
These Notes show, however, that his conviction of the genuine- 
ness of the Pentateuch cannot be traced to some prejudice acciden- 
tally existing, and nourished by a want of knowledge, but that it 
was rather the result of profound and incessant study. If the 
Pentateuch were really of such indifferent historical quality as the 
theologians assert, then it would be imperative on us to strike John 
Miiller off the list of our great historians. 

LUDEN also does not feel much inclined to receive the gifts of 
the Danai without examination. He takes no pains to conceal 
that the Pentateuch makes quite a different impression on him 
from what it does on the theologians ; and although he does not 
venture to enter into a decided and absolute opposition to them, 
yet he carefully avoids making distinct concessions, anticipating 
that the question might easily take a different direction, which 
might cause him to regret having made these concessions. “If 
we consider,” he remarks (Der Geschichte des Alterth. Jena, 1819, 
s. 60), “ how and when these writings in all probability originated, 
and if we bear in mind what relation the children of Israel thought 
that they bore to Jehovah, and how the history of their ad- 
ventures corresponds to this relation, we may indulge scepticism 
on some particular events, but on the whole the course of their 
history is pretty evident.” ‘‘ Their great increase in the course of 
more than four hundred years is in accordance with the nature of 
things ; the severe oppression to which they were at last subjected, 
is very conceivable, and still more their longing after the never- 
forgotten land of their fathers.” (P. 61.) ‘‘ The forty years’ so- 
journ in the wilderness was wise, and exhibits Moses in all his 
greatness.” (P. 62.) “The law which Jehovah gradually gave to: 
the Israelites, through Moses, partly under awful and terrifying 


26 INTRODUCTION: 


circumstances, 1s most remarkable, and deserves to be deeply 
studied, not only because it is the oldest, or because it is distin- 
guished by its internal connection, but also and principally because 
foreign (Egyptian) institutions are adapted with so much wisdom 
to the manners and national character of the Israelites.” (P. 63.) 
‘But forty years in the wilderness, among signs and wonders, 
were not sufficient to educate the degraded, stiff-necked people, 
and to render them holy to the Lord. The sublime songs of 
Moses did not keep alive their enthusiasm for Jehovah ; the record 
of their wonderful guidance (the oldest monument of written his- 
tory) did not bind the people in fidelity to their God.” (P. 64.) 

WacHLeR, in his Manual of the History of Literature, 2d 
ed. part 1. p. 78, thus expresses himself: ‘‘ Moses, the founder of 
the Hebrew national constitution, was a prototype to succeeding 
generations as a leader, lawgiver, poet, and historian. The five 
books distinguished by his name are, for the greater part, very an- 
cient in their contents, and belong to the period of his renowned 
administration. Views respecting Divine and earthly things—po- 
litical considerations—clear glances into futurity—gushings forth 
of deep feeling, are deposited in them.” “The oldest poetry of the 
Hebrews was epic, and celebrated the creation of the world and the 
primeval history of the human race with an immediate reference to 
their national history. It received its form from Moses, who also 
gave the first example of the lyric.” (P. 79.) 

The statements of SCHLOSSER respecting the undeniable Mosaic 
origin of the principal portions of the Pentateuch will be given in 
another part of this volume. 

Lxo, who at first, in his Lectures on Jewish History, had fully 
submitted to the authority of the theologians, and was exhibited 
by them in great triumph as one of their adherents, for which they 
had so much greater cause, as he was really the first historian of 
any note whom they had succeeded in catching hold of, began, 
after a time, to see more and more with his own eyes, and observed, 
that, while eagerly tracking the vestiges of a pretended great priestly 
eabal in Israel, he had himself been caught in the snares of an 
actual priestly cabalin Germany. At last, he publicly renounced 
his allegiance, and resumed his position in the historical depart- 
ment. In his Manual of Universal History, vol.i. p. 570, he 
thus expresses himself respecting the Pentateuch: “ After a tho- 
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rough investigation of what has of late been written on this sub- 
ject, we have attained a firm historical conviction, that the essential 
portions of the book of the law, as well as a great part of what 
forms the basis of the Pentateuch and the historical details, (which, 
as to their import and design, are never to be entirely separated 
from the laws), proceeded from Moses himself, and that the forma- 
tion of the whole into one collection was accomplished, if not by 
Moses, yet certainly soon after Moses, perhaps the greater part in 
his lifetime, and under his inspection ; and that the different result 
to which some have been led by those critical inquiries, which, on 
the score of erudition, are very valuable, is entirely founded on this 
circumstance, that due regard has not been paid to the difference 
between the East and the West, between that refined reflexion and 
intelectualism practised in modern times respecting all natural dic- 
tates and doings, and the childlike simplicity of antiquity with all 
its phenomena and peculiarities of condition. 

Von Rorreck has given himself so entirely to the spirit of the 
age from which theologians have imbibed their prejudices against 
the Pentateuch, that we could not be surprised if he shared these 
prejudices in all their extent. This, however, is not the case. 
There is still a great difference between him and De Wette. For 
example, in his Survey of the Historical Sources of the First Ages, 
he remarks, “‘ We cannot but be aware that in preference to all 
these objectionable accounts (respecting the formation of the 
earth and of man, by Sanchoniathon, Zoroaster, and in general all 
the Oriental, Chinese, Thibetian, Indian, and also Grecian histo- 
rians and philosophers), the narrative contained in the first book of 
Moses, is distinguished, as well by a representation more conso- 
nant to reason and the eternal laws of nature as by unadulterated 
tradition; and therefore these Mosaic records, which moreover 
may be regarded on good grounds as the most ancient belonging 
to our race, gain approbation and respect at the tribunal of a 
ametely philosophical criticism, apart from all religious considera- 
tions. A similar verdict must be given in reference to the prime- 
val history of man. Here, also, the Mosaic narrative has so ma- 
nifest a superiority above all profane writers, that we cannot refuse 
it, at least comparatively, a high degree of credibility.” In his 
Summary of the Sources of Jewish History, he says, ““ We possess, 
respecting the history of no other people in this period, accounts 
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equally ancient, circumstantial and credible. The above-men 
tioned biblical writers (we say nothing here of inspiration) were 
for the most part eye-witnesses and parties in the events narrated, 
or at least were placed in a position which qualified them to col- 
lect and compare the ancient records, monuments, and traditions 
respecting the early national transactions. These traditions go 
back to the cradle, to the first origin of the Hebrew people, and 
we cannot hesitate about their credibility, as far as concerns the 
leading facts; the subordinate circumstances, and what may be 
called the drapery of the representation, stand on a different footing.” 
Among all the historians of modern times, who are either of 
importance, or have the reputation of being so, not a single one 
remains on the side of our opponents. ‘They must content them- 
selves with writers hke MANNERT, who, in a Manual of Ancient 
ffistory (Berlin, 1818), that is scarcely known, if not quite neg- 
lected, sometimes speaks as they do. As to men of this turn of 
thinking, what they are is sufficiently shown by such expressions as 
those at page 12, where the pre-eminence of man before the brutes is 
said to consist only in fingers, an upright walk, and language— 
‘‘ other animals also possess the rudiments of reason ;” and page 6, 
where a violent attack against the reality of the Deluge is made in 
these words, “‘ One is shocked at the thought that God’s righteous- 
ness could destroy the innocent beasts, because guilty men had acted 
against his commands.” The worthy man, it is to be hoped, has 
carefully avoided eating any meat, for the slaughter of beasts is, 
according to this view, a kind of fratricide—to eat them is a 
Thyestean entertainment. Men of this sort, I repeat, cannot be 
appealed to on such an occasion, even if they were still more richly 
endowed. Where every sense for the moral sublime is wanting, 
where there is a real aversion to everything divine, historical 
justice can no longer be administered in the department of sacred 
history—the historian then becomes involuntarily a spoiled theolo- 
gian, especially if he was originally something of the kind. Neither 
can we acknowledge the competency of a philosophising historian. 
Let history be sold into the service of a philosophy, such as the He- 
gelian, and of course the consequence will be a friendly agreement of 
the historian with the pseudo-theologians. For, like the latter, the 
philosophical historian does not think with tender conscientiousness 
on what lies before him, unconcerned what sort of results it may 
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give, but makes it his sole busiess to bring his materials into 
conformity to his prepossessions, and these, according to the newest 
philosophy, do not allow the Mosaic composition of the Penta- 
teuch. But on this head we need not be apprehensive. ‘That his 
tory will be conducted on better principles in fature, such works, 
for instance, as RANKE’s on the Papacy, furnish us with a happy 
pledge. 

We remark further, that the most distinguished chronologer has 
joined the ablest historians of modern times. IDELER, in his M/a- 
nual of Chronology, Berlin, 1825, not only presupposes the Mo- 
saic origin of the law, but maintains it in positive terms. Thus, 
for instance, he says, (Part i. p. 479), “‘ During these forty years’ 
journey through the stony and desert Arabia, their leader gave 
them a constitution which was to be completely put in practice on 
their entrance into the Canaan promised to them—the ancient re- 
sidence of their nomadic ancestors. This constitution was decid- 
edly calculated to form them into an agricultural people, as is clearly 
indicated by their calendar, which regulates the celebration of their 
feasts and holidays.” ‘The chronologer tests, as is fair, the authen- 
ticity of the Pentateuch by its relation to his science ; and, as he 
finds everything here in order, as it must be, on the supposition 
of its authenticity, he pays no attention to the loud outcry of the 
theologians. 

After having shown that the denial of the genuineness of the 
Pentateuch cannot be satisfactorily accounted for, by the universal 
tendency of the age to historical scepticism, we must, therefore, 
endeavour to point out the precise explanation of the fact; and 
this lies in the proneness of the age to Naturalism, which has its 
root in estrangement from God. Because men have no experience 
in their own minds of the presence of a living, personal, and holy 
God, they endeavour to blot out the traces of his being from the 
pages of history. or, since internally all goes on in a purely 
natural course, so it would seem all things outwardly have gone 
on in a purely natural course too. 

For this tendency the honourable name of mental culture (Bil- 
dung) has been claimed, but certainly without justice. Natural- 
ism can only be distinguished as an advance in mental culture, if 
1) these modern times men had gained the intelligence that that 
which before, from want of knowledge of the laws of Nature, was 
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supposed to be supernatural, can now be explained by these laws. 
But since the extension of Natural knowledge has not reached this 
point, since what was before supernatural still remains so, the name 
of mental culture cannot be used without great impertinence. It 
only involves those who make use of it in a multitude of absurdi: 
ties. They must, first of all, maintain against all evidence that the 
friends of the mythical system of the present age are superior in 
mental culture to the defenders of biblical truth. Then the history 
of the attacks on the Pentateuch, as on the Holy Seriptures in ge- 
neral, has a partie honteuse, which great care is taken to conceal, 
so that no suspicion of it arises from the representations given, for 
instance, by Hartmann. If the fame of mental culture is now to 
be connected with the denial of the genuineness of the Pentateuch, 
those illustrious forerunners of it must also be acknowledged, who 
hitherto have been wont to be regarded as extremely rude and un- 
cultivated, such as the Lzbertiné in Calvin’s time, the canes, poret, 
nebulones, as he calls them, who derided the Pentateuch,* or the 
author of the “‘ Catechisme de Thonnete homme,’t+ who says (p. 10) 

—** The events narrated in the Pentateuch astonish those who have 
the misfortune to judge only by their reason, and in whom this blind 
reason is not enlightened by special grace,’—who, therefore, already 
possess that cultivated understanding, according to which De Wette 
from the first is certain of the spuriousness of the Pentateuch, be- 
cause it narrates miracles and prophecies ; or the vulgar L'dedmann, 
to whom the Pentateuch is nothing but “ fragments patched to- 
gether, nobody knows by whom, in their present state,’ probably 
by that “ arch Jewish priest Ezra’ (Moses mit aufgedeckten An- 
gesicht, p. 9, &c.) ; or the two blasphemous and half-crazy nuns in 
a cloister of Tuscany, who, according to De Potter (Vie de Scipio 
Riect, t. i., p. 115, ed. 2.), declared, when judicially examined, 
that they in nowise believed that Moses, and the other authors of 





* See Calvin on Genesis vi. 14 (Noah’s Ark.) “ Hoe Porphyrius vel quispiam alius 
canis, fabulosum esse obganniet, quia non apparet.ratio, vel quia est insolitum, vel quia 
repugnat communis ordo nature. Ego regero contra, totam hanc Mosis narrationem, 
nisi miraculis referta esset, frigidam et jejunam et ridiculam fore dico.” ΟἿ; Genesis 
xlix. 1. “Sed oblatrant quidam proteryi canes: unde Mosi notitia sermonis in obscuro 
tugurio ante ducentos annos habiti ?” 


+ See Lilienthal, Die gute Sache der gott. Offenb., Th. xii. 441. Memoires pour ser- 
vir a Uhistoire ecclesiast. pendant le dix huitieme Siécle. T. ii., Paris 1806, p. 35. 
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the books which compose the Holy Bible, were more worthy of 
consideration than Plutarch, for example, or any other profane 
writer. Strange fathers and mothers these of mental culture ! 
Harbingers of the rising sun of enlightenment ! 

In what manner Naturalism forms the peculiar animating prin- 
ciple in the attacks against the genumeness of the Pentateuch, is 
already evident from the violent attempts which have been made 
(before proceeding to extremities) in order to bring the Pentateuch 
in this respect into agreement with the reigning spinit of the age. 

ErcHuorn (who in very brief but significant terms lets us know 
his position in reference to religion ; Lntroduction, part 111. p. 176 
—‘ As for us who have dived into the causes of things, the name 
of God in these cases is often to us a superfluous expletive’ ) 
—labours to explain away every thing supernatural, every thing 
that presupposes the presence of a living, personal God. That 
he and his contemporaries did not shrink from the enormous sa- 
crifices which were requisite for this purpose, shows how strong the 
bias was—how completely it accounted for the expedient which at 
a later period was caught hold of, when it was no longer practi- 
cable to conceal the nakedness of the one at first employed. Let 
us point out some few proofs how the dread of the hand from the 
clouds contented them as long as the grounds for the genuineness 
were still respected! The narrative of the faction of Korah 
Kichhorn thinks (Jrtroduction, part u1., p. 803) occasions no diffi- 
culty as long as we bear in mind the nature of symbolical language. 
“In order to represent in the most frightful colours the awfulness 
of the unwonted punishment which was destined for Korah, namely, 
the being buried alive, might not the carth be said to open and swal- 
low him up, and thus bring him down alive to the realms of death ?” 
Equally easy it would be to divest the apparent miracle of Aaron's 
rod that blossomed of all that was miraculous. ‘“ When Aaron 
had newly obtained the high priesthood, and his family the priestly 
dignity, by means of drawing lots with rods, and his rod, as a sign 
that it had decided successfully for Aaron and his family, was car- 
ried round the camp, crowned with blossoms, leaves, and fruit, and 
then, as a lasting evidence of the event against any future attack 
on his dignity, laid up in the sanctuary, was there anything im- 
probable in all this?” ' The shining of Moses’ face, he thinks, 
could only have been deemed miraculous as long as the nature of 
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electricity was not known. Had Eichhorn, instead of Moses, been in 
a storm on Mount Sinai, on his descent he would have shone equally 
so, down to the toes, if he had previously thrown off his clothes. 
᾿ς But he (Moses) came down in the evening from the mountain, 
and those who saw him remarked only the shining of his countenance 
(because the rest of his body was covered by his clothes), the ori- 
gin of which he and his contemporaries could not explain on phy- 
sical grounds ; was it not natural that Moses should impute it to 
what he was already convinced was a fact, to his intercourse with 
the Deity?” (P. 280.) The pillar ef cloud and of fire is, in his 
opinion, nothing more than the usual signal given on marches, by 
means of the smoke of the caravan fires. (P.298.) In reference 
to the plagues of Egypt, it is shown—‘“ That Moses, by means of 
annoying natural occurrences that returned every year, effected the 
release of his nation from Egypt.’ (P. 253.) This he believes 
to be proved in the essay de Hgypti anno mirabili, from which 
we could have made some very curious extracts, if what has been 
already adduced were not sufficient to evince that a bias, which 
could mislead to so palpable a denial of the dictates. of a sound un- 
derstanding, would be also strong enough without, and against, all 
the reasons contained in the subject, to settle the question of the 
genuineness of the Pentateuch. 

Yet with a frankness which proceeded from confidence in the 
_ potency of the spirit of the age, the true reasons of the attempt to 
invalidate the Mosaic records was avowed; and only in more re- 
cent times, when the predominance of this spirit had ceased to be 
universal, and men began to feel, that mere supposition could not 
serve for proof, they began to conceal this ground, and to put 
on an appearance as if altogether free from dogmatical preposses- 
sions, and, guided merely by the principles of historical criticism, 
the authenticity of the Pentateuch was denied, contrary to all in- 
clination, and necessitated solely by these principles. | But in the 
latest times, when the spirit of the age had again acquired strength, 
and become conscious of this strength, (since it has succeeded, aided 
by the pantheistic tendencies of the times to constitute itself, an 
all-directing spirit, possessing the attribute of imfalhbilty, and 
therefore above noticing the powerless opposition of those who have 
not kept pace with the age), the mask has once more been thrown 
aside. 
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. In proof of what has been just advanced, we must here quote a 
few expressions. Corrodi, who, as we have already seen, took the 
lead among the deniers of the genuineness, says, after recounting 
various miracles, ‘‘ Are not these evident traces of a later narrator 
who was no eye-witness of the events?’ But miracles are the only 
reason for his scepticism. Hence he satisfies himself with main- 
taining the later authorship of the narratives ; the law he allows to 
be Mosaic. Stiiudlin, in his History of the moral doctrine of 
Jesus, vol. i. p. 118, remarks: “ Although with regard to the his- 
torical portion of this book, suspicion is excited from the circum- 
stance, that every part has such a colouring of the miraculous, and 
that many passages are of such a character, that they must either 
have been written long after Moses, or have been greatly interpo 

lated, yet there are strong reasons for believing that the law at least 
was given, recorded, and arranged by Moses.” As Diderot on his 
death-bed declared, that ‘‘ incredulity was the first step to philoso- 
phy, * so the reviewer of F'ritzsche’s Vindication of the genuineness 
of the Pentateuch, in Ammon and Bertholdt’s Journal, part iv. 
p- 389, considers incredulity to be the basis of criticism ; whatever 
cannot be explained by natural causes, must fall to the ground. 
‘When the author, on Gen. xlix., remarks, ‘ I am of opinion that 
Jacob, illumined by a superior light, might have been able to fore- 
see all this, he removes himself from the position of the critic who 
seeks to assign the ground of an existing phenomenon, and assumes 
that of a dogmatist who cuts the knot.” In the section on “ The 
Spirit of Hebrew Historiography,’ (Introd. part ii. p. 745), to 
which no more suitable motto could be given than the author's own 
words, (p. 746), “‘ The world is confessedly a mirror, and just as 
one looks into a mirror, so one looks out of it again,” Bertholdt has 
rendered the whole “ historico-critical” investigation respecting 
the Pentateuch that follows, quite superfluous ; it appears to be a 
work of supererogation that is only undertaken on account of 
weak minds. ‘The quintessence of this section is, that everything 
implying the presence of a living God is fiction. We call mytho- 
logy, it is said, every historical narrative that partakes of the su- 
persensual ; but the mythical character 1s impressed with peculiar 





* Le premier pas vers la philosophie c’est lineredulité. MZemoires, corresp., etc. de 
Diderot, t. i. p. 56. Paris, 1830. 
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force on those narratives im which the Divine agency enters into 
the history, in revelations and miracles. He openly represents 
unbelief as the basis of criticism. A knowledge which goes beyond 
the natural position of the Mosaic age must at once be denied, as 
to go beyond natural bounds is impossible ; so it is settled at once, 
and without subjecting individual instances to trial, that such things 
cannot really de nor have been, (p. 773.) * As to the usual opinion, 
that all those passages and sections in the Pentateuch, relating to 
events that occur not till after the time of Moses, are to be re- 
garded as prophecies, we must praise the good intention, but 
eriticism must not take a bribe; its sole object must be to 
search out and bring to light historical truth.” De Wette is 
also quite as explicit (Beitr. ii. p. 10): by whose words, ‘‘ many 
things take a different turn from what we imagine ;” one is in- 
voluntarily reminded of 1 Kings xx. 40, “ And as thy ser- 
vant was busy here and there, he was gone.” Among the 
maxims” which disclose his method of treating the Israelitish 
history, he says, (p. 15,) “ A narrator who, bona fide, narrates 
things which (from the anti-supernatural pomt of view) are ut- 
terly impossible and inconceiveable, which overstep not only ex- 
perience, but also the Laws of Nature, and gives them as history, 
adduces them as forming part of the series of historical events— 
such a writer, though he may intend to narrate history as his- 
tory, is no historian—he does not occupy a historical position— 
he is a poetical narrator; and such a narrator deserves no cre- 
dit whatever; for though other facts narrated by him may ap- 
pear probable and natural, yet they cannot be received as such m 
this connection with things of another world ; for, like them, they 
also may be fictitious.” Against a criticism formed on such maxims 
the Israelitish history cannot indeed stand; but one does not 
see the use of criticism at all, if these maxims be admitted ; in 
this case, the light ridicule of Voltaire would be a much more suit- 
able weapon than a ponderous criticism. In the three first editions 
of De Wette’s Introduction to the Old Testament, he remarks, 
at the very beginning of his investigations respecting the Penta- 
teuch, ὃ 145: ‘“ With this is connected the consideration that so 
many events contradict the laws of nature, and pre-suppose an im- 
mediate intervention and agency of God. If, to a cultivated un- 
derstanding, it is a settled point that such miracles never really 
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happened, then it becomes a question whether they perhaps so 
appeared to the alleged eye-witnesses and actors ; but this also must 
be negatived,” &c.; and thus the result is already obtained, that 
the narrative was not contemporary, nor taken from contemporary 
sources.” The spuriousness of the Pentateuch is thus relieved from 
all investigation, and must be maintained, however strong the rea- 
sons alleged to the contrary. In the fourth edition, we find these 
words, slightly, but very essentially altered. It is there said: 
“When to the cultivated understanding it is at least dowbtfud 
that such miracles have taken place.” Here we have a specimen 
of the accommodation. noticed above. Hartman bestows another 
specimen on us. He no longer (p. 358) alleges miracles in gene- 
ral as a reason for the mythical character, “‘ but the frequent mix- 
ture of miracles without an object, or for the attainment of insig- 
nificant ends ;” although, according to his own entire religious 
position, even the sparing nuxture of suitable miracles for the at- 
tainment of important objects, must furnish evidence ofa mythical 
character. In a new edition of De Wette’s Introduction, we ven- 
ture to expect to see the third stage, the return to openness, occu- 
pied ; for meanwhile, as the Preface to his Commentary on Mat- 
thew shows, his confidence in the progress of mental culture, and 
his contempt for those who see in it only the spirit of the age, 
have increased surprisingly. Yet we need not wait for De Wette; 
the third stage has already found its representative. Or is it per- 
chance not simply the former frankness, when Von Bohlen says 
(Gen. Introd. p. 36) : “‘ Criticism, as such, is always incredulous ;” 
and when Vatke (p. 9) remarks: ‘‘ Very many reasons, sometimes 
the principal ones, by which a supposed ancient book is referred to 
a later age, are of a dogmatical kind.” Why they attribute now 
a greater weight to these dogmatical reasons than formerly, pro- 
ceeds from the fact that they are systematically ignorant of the 
ablest vindications of the genuineness of the Pentateuch. They do 
not read them, much less refute them. Thus not one of the three 
latest opponents of the genuineness—Von Bohlen, Vatke, and 
George—has read Ranke’s profound work. 

In reference to the mode of carrying out the maxim, that only 
what may be traced to natural causes can be considered as 
historical, and narrated by an eye-witness, a distinction may be 
noted. At first this principle was applied only to what palpably 
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surpassed Nature—miracles and prophecies. But De Wette had 
a perception that one could not very well stop there—that the ap- 
plication of this maxim to the criticism of the Pentateuch must 
furnish a far richer tribute. So he makes it a valid argument 
against the truth of the history of the Deluge, that Noah could 
by no means have foreseen that event, and 7 favour of the my- 
thical character of the history of Abraham, that owing to his wife's 
barrenness it is not to be imagined he could hope to be the progeni- 
tor of anation, and equally inconceivable the hope of the possession 
of the land of Canaan by his descendants. “ For who could ever 
entertain such a fancy?” (Bett.i., p. 63.) Then, again, he is 
certain that all the expressions in the Pentateuch respecting the fu- 
ture calamities of Israel did not proceed from Moses. “ For 
Moses could not have indulged so melancholy a presentiment of 
the destiny of his people.” And if this sort of argumentation were 
in a certain measure kept within the ancient bounds, inasmuch as 
it is only the rigid application of a judgment long ago pronounced 
on the prophecies, yet the expression (p. 62)—‘‘ Could Abraham, 
indeed, have been capable of a piety such as is ascribed to him in 
Genesis ?” (compare p. 114)—manifestly goes beyond them, and 
opens the way to a fresh host of dogmatical ratiocinations against 
the genuineness of the Pentateuch. Nature is here viewed as far 
more fixed than it was in the earlier application of these maxims. 
God is far more absolutely confined to Heaven ; the possibility is 
denied to him not only of a gross and palpable, but of a refined 
and inward, operation. Abraham’s piety cannot be explained by 
the laws of natural development, consequently it never existed ! 
Meanwhile, as long as theism was to be retained, such scattered 
observations were all that could be attempted, and a consequen- 
tial carrying out of the maxims could not be thought of. Even the 
denial of miracles and prophecies cannot from the theistical point 
of view conceal their origin from that bias, their evil conscience ; 
they may twist and turn as much as they please, they cannot pro- 
duce any plausible argument against the possibility of miracles and 
prophecies. If there is a God, he can also manifest himself ; if he 
created Nature, it must unconditionally obey him, and can offer 
no resistance to his operation. And as to his secret and internal 
operation on Nature, how can any one deny its possibility, without 
giving up, at the same time, belief in Providence, and thus pass 
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over into the sphere of atheism or pantheism. For if Providence 
is not an empty name, not an unfortunate designation of Nature, 
as far as it is not understood, what else is it but the concealed and 
silent influence of the Almighty on natural causes ? 

In the present times, however, the difficulty is gradually les- 
sening. The theism of such as do not recognise God in Christ is 
giving place to pantheism ; or rather, that species of pantheism 
which had assumed the garb of theism is beginning to throw off 
its disguise. It becomes continually more self-conscious, and frees 
itself from its former foreign admixtures—from the pietist awk- 
wardness which it could not at first shake off. The fundamental 
principle is now carried out to admiration. It is all over with mi- 
racles and prophecies; for who could have performed the one or 
announced the other? In the syllogism—‘ One God is in the 
heavens, who doeth whatsoever he will’—which has given so much 
trouble to deism, the major is maliciously denied. And thus 
everything else is lost which cannot be explained by the laws of 
fixed natural development. If things of this sort (miracles) were to 
happen, the becoming God (der werdende Gott) must needs an- 
ticipate his own becoming (se?n eignes Werden), which is incon- 
ceivable ! 

Vatke’s work represents this advance in alienation from God, 
and in carrying out the consequences of the system. When he 
says (p. 185)—“‘ In these positive results of the criticism of the 
oldest Hebrew tradition which are here brought forward, we have 
advanced a step further than the common critical view, and main- 
tain that a consequential carrying out of critical principles neces- 
sarily leads to it’—we must quite agree with him, it beg sup- 
posed that among the critical principles that are advanced those in 
the interest of unbelief are to be considered. But it is a question 
whether these are not rather entirely to be given up. ‘The author. 
has not proved the contrary. He assumes with wonderful ingenu- 
ousness his pantheistic position to be correct, and since he tries the 
Pentateuch according to the principles of the Natural development 
of religion, laid down in the Introduction, he makes αὐ that avail- 
able as evidence of its spuriousness, in which the earlier believing 
theologians saw evidence for the Divine origin of the Mosaic reli- 
gion. But still the difficulty always remains, that, even if we 
place at the end what meets us at the begining, of the Israelitish 
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history; yet among no other people of the earth can anything 
similar be found; not one in the way of natural development has 
attained to such a religious proficiency. This difficulty the au- 
thor endeavours to remove by lessening to the utmost the diffe- 
rence between the Israelitish religion and heathenism, which he 
does with greater ease, since he takes his own religious position as 
arule. Thus he says (p. 103): ‘“ If we compare the moral life 
of the Hebrews and the Greeks, we shall find the great difference 
considerably softened which their religious views respectively pre- 
sent, and the preference lies not seldom on the side of the Greeks, 
as their civil government especially shows, in which the whole 
moral life is concentred.” As the whole critical scheme of the author 
is saturated with dogmatical assumptions, and therefore can only 
have weight with those who stand on the same religious and philo- 
sophical position as himself, we will give here a few specimens of 
the rigid consequence with which he carries out his principles. At 
p- 102, the admission of a primitive revelation, such as the Pen- 
tateuch teaches, and which even the nobler heathens (Plato, for 
example,) acknowledged, is excluded in these words: “ It pre- 
supposes an altogether outward representation of divine revelation, 
and contradicts the idea of religion, and the relation of the human 
mind to it, which attains to perfection only through a long suc- 
cession of intermediate steps. That which is perfect is not found 
till we come to the end of the development’—this maxim being 
necessary on the pantheistie position, yet otherwise absurd, is here 
directed against a primitive revelation, as it has been by Strauss 
against the personality of Christ. The admission of a primitive 
revelation presupposes a quite outward presentation of a divine re- 
velation, for it makes a distinction between the revealer and the 
being to whom it is revealed ; whereas, according to the illumina- 
tion to which philosophy in our day makes pretensions, both are 
one. The legends respecting the religion of the Patriarchs de- 
serve no sort of credit ; for if we allow them any historical value 
whatever, we have no scope left for the series of developments 
which religion must pass through, ere it attains the altitude at 
which we may see it in the Mosaic age, if we withdraw a great 
number of pure elements, and insert a number of impure ones. 
(P. 184.) The uncritical legend has lent Moses a multitude of 
religious views, which the spirit of the Isreelites had not, till after 
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a long succession of later centuries produced. If we do not ad- 
mit this, we must leave the ground of naturalism, and of course, 
surrender our cause. or from the pantheistic position, it is 
impossible that a whole nation can all at once retrograde from a 
higher style of religious culture to a lower; and equally impos- 
sible that a single individual should elevate himself suddenly from 
a lower stage to a higher one, and as suddenly elevate a whole 
nation along with himself. 'To some individuals we must, indeed, 
grant a higher form of self-consciousness ; but we must not, even 
on the supposition of Divine revelations (of such, namely, as pro- 
ceed from the becoming God, more correctly and honestly, a 
constitutional religiousness), detach them from the connection of 
the general life of mankind ; hence we must often fill up the 
intermediate members where the legend is silent ; or when this, on 
other grounds, is improper, we must lower the representation of 
those individuals by the standard of their age. This will be the 
case with Moses, especially since, on the supposition that the tra- 
dition respecting his agency were only for the greatest part faith- 
ful, we cannot comprehend his appearance, nor the whole course of 
the Jewish history; he would have appeared when the time was 
not yet ready for him—a greater wonder, therefore, than Christ 
himself.” (Pp. 181-183.) The Decalogue, under the form in 
which it is presented to us, could not possibly have proceeded from 
Moses; for the prohibition of image worship “‘ must have been the 
offspring of an age in which the thought of the abstract ideality 
of God was a living one. But this thought pre-supposes a pro- 
digious abstraction in a far higher degree than has been commonly 
supposed, and cannot be compared with the imageless worship of 
other nations. We cannot give the Mosaic age credit for such a 
giant stride.” (P. 233.) Thus also the Tenth Commandment is to 
be struck out. ‘‘ For that the criminal desire after the property 
of others should be forbidden, appears to us improbable.” (P. 239.) 
Probably the place of this commandment originally might have been 
occupied by a prohibition against eating raw flesh! (P. 240.) The 
command, ‘“ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself,” belonged 
probably to the times before the captivity, but surely was not given 
till centuries after Moses. For ‘‘ the moral sentiments of men 
must have passed through many stages before that great command- 
ment could be expressed in this simple universality.” (P. 425.) 
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It is easy to see, that whoever applies the principle of natural 
development to such an extent as is here done, will not find it 
worth the trouble to make any further use of the instances from 
miracles and prophecies, which could only be brought forward at 
an earlier period. A public which might be presumed to be so 
favourably disposed (and on the favourably disposed readers the 
author has throughout calculated—for gaining over to his views 
the indisposed reader he has done next to nothing ; the historico- 
critical opposition to the genuineness of the Pentateuch can derive 
no aid from his book) as to enter into these subtleties, as soon as 
its attention was directed to them, required no further reference to 
those appearances that lie upon the surface. His silence respect- 
ing miracles and prophecies is very significant. It shows how far - 
the author and his party are from even thinking them possible. 
They are not worth spending a word upon them. The belief in 
miracles belongs to ‘‘a long ago exploded view of the world.” 
When finally this principle is carried to its utmost length, as in 
the two last instances, in the sense of the author, Revelation 
and all religious sensibility falls to the ground. Unbelief here 
manifestly becomes pedantry. The passages in the Pentateuch 
where false gods are spoken of as nonentities, must be expunged as 
being of later date ; for the question respecting the existence of hea- 
then gods belongs to a more advanced stage of reflection. (P. 232.) 
In like manner, the blending the particular and universal in the 
Divine dispensations, as it is expressed in the announcement of all 
nations being blessed in Abraham’s seed, suits a far later period. 
Moses could not originate the question,—how the universality of 
the Divine Being could be compatible with his becoming the πᾶ- 
tional God of a small people. ‘The ordinances respecting the 
local unity of the Divine worship, an organised priesthood with a 
system of revenues, a complicated form of worship, &c., cannot be 
explained by the condition of the people at that period. Had they 
really existed in the Mosaic age, they must rather have had a 
higher. object and prophetic character.” If passages occur in the 
Pentateuch which decidedly affirm the universal sinfulness of man- 
kind, they are to be expunged. For “the knowledge of the uni- 
versal sinfulness of mankind could only have then existed in the 
germ, since the formation of an objective sphere of rectitude and 
morality goes far before the subjective of conscience ; and, parallel 
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with it, the idea of the Divine holiness, not till a later period includes 
the subjective. As the Christ of the New Testament is, according 
to Strauss, a product of the Christian Church, so is the Moses of 
the Old Testament, according to Vatke, a product of the Israelitish 
Church, for whose production she has laboured through a long 
series of centuries. He boasts that, according to this view, the pro- 
phets would gain considerably. (P. 481.) The view held, that 
hitherto the system of prophecy grew out of the law, 15 at once re- 
jected, as contrary to the process of natural development. To set up 
the latter form (the outwardly objective) as the commencing point 
of the Divine guidance of the theocratic state, 1s to mistake the rela- 
tion of the immediate and the mediate, of revelation and reflection, 
of inward and outward objectivity.” (P. 227.) By all these opera- 
tions, the author obtains, at the end of his inquiry, the result which 
from the first he had declared to be settled previous to all examina- 
tion. “ΤῸ sum up all, it appears that the result of the Mosaic agency 
was not a finished whole but the starting point and outbreak of a 
higher development ; the elements of the national mind were not 
yet harmonized, not even in the conceptions of Moses; the con- 
flict was still to be carried on, and only by degrees could the 
popular sentiments, worship and morals, approximate to the ideal 
principle.” It is worthy of notice that the author has applied not 
only the standard of his own conceptions of God, but also his own 
conceptions of sin, fearlessly and unsparingly to the Pentateuch ; 
in this respect, he keeps faithful to “‘ the great principle of subjec- 
tivity, which, according to p. 6, is the grand principle of modern 
culture, and gives its peculiar character to the entire mental life of 
the present day, in religion as well as in morals and politics; the 
principle that ‘“‘ only that is to be acknowledged as true and valid 
which is matter of personal conviction’—an elegant version of the 
old saw, ' 
“ What the clown doth not discern, 
Tis quite against the grain to learn.” * 

We here receive confirmation of what our own experience teaches, 
that sin is not less a mystery than grace—that the Spirit who 





* It is the same principle which is described by Jacobi as “the heaven-storming 
Titan-spirit of the age, which is only to be distinguished from the Nephilim and Club- 
law-men, that it substitutes spiritual instead of physical force.’—Reinhold’s Bricfw. 
p. 244. 
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alone searcheth out the deep things of God, can alone clear away 
the darkness which covers the deep things of man. “In the 
Mosaic Age,” (it is maintained in p. 187), “such a form of unbe- 
lief as the Pentateuch implies is altogether inconceivable. The 
guilt of the people could not lie merely in their will, but equally 
in the want of correct knowledge. That the people could have 
been fatally led astray by their lusts is inconceivable. Had Moses 
been able to impart to them clear and correct knowledge, they 
would have acted in accordance with it, and kept aloof from all 
idolatrous courses.” Such argumentation has been already suffi- 
ciently refuted by daily experience ; but the abettors of the great 
principle of subjectivity have neither eyes nor ears for experi- 
ence. They acknowledge nothing but their own personal con- 
victions to be true and valid. From the same point of view, 
in glaring contradiction to history, the assertion is made, (the 
foundation of which is, indeed, the forlorn-hope of all the ad- 
herents of the becoming God,) that it is impossible that a peo- 
ple can sink down from a higher degree of religious proficiency to 
a lower; and, (p. 197), in applying this assertion, he maintains 
that the Israelitish idolatry, after the time of Moses, can by no 
means be traced simply to the propensity of the people to sensu- 
ality, and the seductive influence of their neighbours ; he assumes 
that the worship of Jehovah in the Mosaic times, not only in 
respect of the people, but also the lawgiver himself, (between whom 
and his contemporaries too wide an interval must-not be placed), 
was coloured and obscured by much that was of Pagan origin. 
The historian will smile at such assertions—it will immediately 
occur to him, that from this position the historical truth of the. 
French Revolution with all its horrors must be given up; for how 
little this is conceivable from a Pelagian point of view, is suffi- 
ciently apparent from the melancholy non putaram of so many 
noble minds among its contemporaries who at first exulted in 
the Revolution. But nothing can induce the Theologian to allow 
himself to be mistaken. The author has, however, not been the 
first to apply that maxim, but has only carried it out more con- 
sistently. RerMarus, setting out from this maxim, has already 
remarked (Ubrige noch ungedt. Fragmente des Wolfenbutt. 
Fragm. herausg. von Schmidt, 1787), Ὁ. 127, “ Task any one, if 
he had a brother who performed all such things by miracle, namely, 
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at whose word fire should fall from heaven—who could communi- 
cate his prophetic spirit to seventy others—who could controul 
the winds, &e.—would he, after all this, and even in the very fact, 
have the heart and the malice to rebel against such a brother ?” 
That Ae really has a brother, who stands infinitely higher than 
Moses, and that his own example renders superfluous any further 
answer to the question, whether any one could have the heart and 
the malice to rebel against such a brother,—of all this he has 
not the slightest perception! In lke manner, (p. 56), he says, it 
is inconceivable that Pharoah could so often harden his heart; an 
argument which Von Bohlen has lately taken up afresh, and 
(p. 58) thinks that such a weak-headed king could only exist 
in popular tales. From the same point of view, De Wette dis- 
covers, in the later proneness of the people to idolatry, an argument 
against the origin and genuineness of the ceremonial law. “Why,” 
he asks, (Bettrage, ch. 1. p. 257), “ did the people always addict 
themselves to strange gods? If their native worship had satisfied 
their sensuality, they would not have forsaken it. But a ceremonial 
and priestly pomp, as it is laid down in the books of Moses, must 
have sufficiently gratified the senses.” By a,somewhat keener 
observation of human nature, but of which self-knowledge forms 
the necessary groundwork, he might have known that along with 
the sensuousness which the Mosaic law gratified, there was another 
which remained unsatisfied ; along with the sensuousness to which 
God condescends, there is another that degrades him. Or is mar- 
riage, forsooth, an infallible remedy against fornication ? But to 
a very defective knowledge of nature what is most natural appears 
unnatural, and, therefore, unbistorical, and a proof of spuriousness. 

We have hitherto pointed out how the dread of the supernatural 
and the unnatural led to a denial of the genuineness of the Penta- 
teuch. But there are still other grounds for this aversion. Among 
these, the prevalent views of the age respecting sin and holiness are 
especially prominent. “ As zs man, so is his God,’ Gothe remarks, 
after many who have preceded him. (Westést. Divan. Werke. 
Stutig. 1827, p. 185). To an age which views sin as a necessary 
dowry of human nature, as a negative sort of good, as the condition 
of virtue—the holiness and righteousness of God must be an object 
of aversion. Men must try, at any rate, to get rid of a history 
in which these qualities are so conspicuous. Jehovah, the high 
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and holy One, who visits the sins of the fathers on the children to 
the third and fourth generation, changes himself into the wrathful 
God of the Jews, and, as long as the Pentateuch is genuine, and 
its contents historically true, this Jehovah is the God of heaven 
and earth, the enemy and judge of sin, even in the present genera- 
tion. For that God is holy and righteous, is not a mere doctrine of 
the Pentateuch, (to subvert which it might be thought sufficient to 
charge it on the rude conceptions of the Mosaic age), but the doc- 
trine has its foundation in the history ; God’s holiness and righteous- 
ness are revealed in a succession of acts, and must hence be real as 
long as these acts are allowed to have occurred. ‘To what an ex- 
tent this reason has operated in an age governed by the great prin- 
ciple of subjectivity appears very striking in the example of Gothe. 
What chiefly led him to the attempt to represent Moses as the 
Robespierre of the ancient world he tells us, p. 160, in his lament 
“on the unkindly quality of the contents.” The thought that God 
had despatched his destroying angel against the Egyptians is re- 
volting to him ; according to him, the Israelites, at the instigation 
of Moses, had enacted “‘ inverted Sicilian vespers.” ‘The alleged 
judgments of God among the Israelites themselves were executed 
by a band of Sicarii under the command of Moses. Aaron and 
Moses were not prevented by the justice of God from entering the 
promised land, but Aaron was secretly put out of the way by Moses, 
as was likewise Moses by Joshua and Caleb, who found it desir- 
able ‘‘ to put an end to the regency of a narrow-minded man, and 
to send him after so many unhappy mortals whom he had previ- 
ously despatched.” ‘Thus the contents still remain harsh, indeed, 
but are no longer of a kind that could possibly disturb one’s tran- 
quillity. The history ceases to be a prophecy. Moses, that satur- 
nine, self-enclosed man, who endeavoured to make up for the want. 
of the talents of a ruler which Nature had denied him, by unre- 
lenting cruelty (p. 167), has been dead for ages, and with him also 
his God is entombed, who was no other than the reflection of his 
own individuality ! 

The dislike to the leading characters of the Pentateuch has like- 
wise promoted the denial of its genuineness. As long as that is 
allowed, it cannot well be denied that the near relation to God at- 
tributed to these persons was a reality. For this relation rests not 
on mere declarations, it is expressed in events, the reality of which, 
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on the supposition of the genuineness of the Pentateuch, cannot 
be doubted. But to such a relation the characters to whom it is 
ascribed do not appear suited in the estimation of the critics; and 
why ? because they are not qualified to appreciate their essential 
qualities, for like is only recognised by like. ‘They can take no 
account of the faith of these heroes of faith ; the human weak- 
nesses, which would otherwise appear only as subordinate matters, 
are alone prominent in their eyes—sufficiently important in them- 
selves, they acquire gigantic dimensions in the hands of evil-dispos- 
ed critics. From this point of view, the author of the Wolfenbiittel 
Fragments, after the example of the English deists, attacked the 
genuineness of the Pentateuch* and the credibility of its contents. 
His criticism on the Patriarchs closes with these words: ‘‘ Behold, 
a succession of men, belonging to a race, who, by lying, deceit, 
dishonest traffic, oppression and exaction, with robbery and murder, 
and restless marauding, sought toamassriches.” . . . “1 take 
it to be a manifest contradiction, that God could have communion 
with such impure souls, and that he could choose such an impure 
wicked race in preference to others for his peculiar people.” And 
that even a De Wette mainly views this subject in the same light 
is shown by his own language, (die Arit. p. 125): “ It is very 
characteristic of the Hebrews, that they never hesitate to employ 
such means, and that their Jacob was distinguished by them as a 
cunning deceiver. The Greeks had their Odysseus, but what a 
noble, exalted personage compared with this Jacob -” 

We must add, the incapability to enter into the spirit of the Pen- 
tateuch, or, generally, the whole of Sacred History. From that 
incapability, disorder, want of aim, contradiction, has been charged 
upon it, where the enlightened eye beholds order, purpose, and 
harmony. This incapability has been shown most glaringly in the 
investigations respecting the plan and structure of the Pentateuch. 
Its fragmentary character, of which the necessary consequence is 
spuriousness, has been represented as proved beyond all doubt. “As 
to our Pentateuch, remarks De Wette, “ after so many acute and 





* Hartmann’s assertion is incorrect, that the Fragmentist did not deny the genu- 
ineness of the Pentateuch, but only branded Moses as an infamous deceiver. In the 
fragment first published, on the passage through the Red Sea, the spuriousness of the 


Pentateuch is maintained as decidedly as possible. See Fragmente und Antifragmente, 
Nurnb. 1778, pp. 77, 78. . 
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profound investigations in modern times, we may consider it as set- 
tled and acknowledged that the books of Moses are a collection of 
treatises by various authors, which originally were quite indepen- 
dent of one another.” Appearances, which, correctly viewed, would 
incontrovertibly prove the unity of the whole, such as the inter- 
change in the use of the Divine names, have been confidently em- 
ployed for a contrary purpose, from the position of a contracted sub- 
jectivity that is incapable of understanding anything that is foreign 
to its own nature. 

This incapability made itself felt in many other respects. Owing 
to it, for example, a great gap between Genesis and Exodus, and 
in the narrative of the journey through the wilderness, has been 
urged as an argument against the Mosaic authorship ; whereas, as 
soon as it is acknowledged that the author intended to write a Sa- 
cred History—the history of the chosen race—this gap, or chasm, 
appears to be a necessary part of the plan. Owing to this cause 
also, completeness has been demanded in the detail of subordinate 
circumstances, and where these have been wanting, complaints have 
been made of inexactness which betrayed a non-contemporary 
author, ‘mythical character, contradictions, &c.; while no sooner is 
the work judged of by its proper standard, than the whole appears 
in order—that the representation, as far as was practicable, should 
extract the kernel from events, a truth which De Wette, indeed, 
perceived when he said—‘ He did not mean to write a history of 
Abraham for our modern historical inquirers; he wrote as a reli- 
gious man for like-minded persons” (p. 68); but this perception 
did not lead him to further conclusions. Owing, lastly, to this in- 
capability, a multitude of crude religious representations have been 
attributed to the author, with which, if they really had existed, the 
genuineness of the Pentateuch would have been incompatible. 

If we collect in one view all these dogmatical prejudices and 
incapabilities, and reflect that men are slaves to the power of both 
as long as they are under the sway of the reigning spirit of the 
age, from which alone the spirit of God can free them, it will be 
no longer mysterious that the denial of the genuineness of the Pen- 
tateuch should exist and be so widely spread. ‘To this let it be 
added, that a complete stagnation of inquiry, of the exegetical not 
less than the historico-critical, led to that pseudo-criticism by which 
the spuriousness of the Pentateuch has been prejudged. The 
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superficiality of VareR’s Commentary is now universally acknow- 
ledged. Besides his, no independent exegetical work on the Pen- 
tateuch has appeared, and performances like that of Von BOHLEN 
on Genesis will not influence against us persons who are other- 
wise well versed in such matters. The depth of the historico-cri- 
tical labours of the age on the Pentateuch will hereafter be mea- 
sured by such assertions as this, that no prophet before the capti- 
-vity quotes from the Pentateuch—which would better suit the 
sprightly author of the Dictionaire Philosophique Portatif (who 
asserts it at p. 275) than a German scholar.* Not one of the op- 
ponents of the genuimeness of the Pentateuch has hitherto given 
himself the trouble to become fully acquainted with the results of 
modern enquirers on Egypt; not one has thought it worth while 
to examine closely the assertion of those who have laboured in that 
department, that these results are altogether favourable to the au- 
thority of the Pentateuch. 

If, with the prejudices and incapabilities we have mentioned, we 
also take into account this neglect of all profound investigation, it 
will not surprise us that young men just beginning their literary 
course should express such an opinion as “that only dogmatical 
considerations have influence to call forth opponents to the results 





* Let an appeal be made to the fundamental nature of the critical enquiries of modern 
times, only not to the mass of apparent contradictions which they have brought to light 
—the traces of a later age—and other things incompatible with genuineness, which are 
carefully noted. In an appendix to Voltaire’s Life, by Condorcet, Berlin 1791, p. 430, 
the following story is told:—A Swedish traveller, in looking through Voltaire’s library, 
found Calmet’s Commentary, with slips of paper inserted, on which the difficulties no- 
ticed by Calmet were set down, without a word about the solutions which were given 
by Calmet. This, adds the Swede—who was otherwise a great admirer of Voltaire— 
was not honourable. Our modern critics have adopted exactly the same line of con- 
duct. The author pledges himself to point out, in relation to every plausible objection, 
that it has long ago been the object of the zealous labours of the older theologians. 
But of that the reader will find nothing to remind him, if he has not carried his studies 
beyond Vatke and De Wette. Modern criticism deals especially in objections like those 
of De Wette (p. 64.) “ For the operation of circumcision a certain surgical proficiency 
is required. Who possessed this in Abraham’s camp? Moreover, the operation is very 
painful, and why should Abraham make this hard requisition on all his people? Could 
it signify greatly to him whether his shepherds were circumcised or uncircumcised ?” 
In such objections the age has always been very fruitful. But who does not perceive 
that to make them requires neither knowledge, nor industry, nor profound study ? How 
such arguments would be treated in profane history may be seen in P. F. G. Miller’s 
View of History, Dusseld. 1814. With what ridicule would any one be greeted who 
should make use of this argument of De Wette’s against Abraham’s circumcising his 
household, to disprove the practice of circumcision by the Egyptians! 
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of the investigations of Vater and De Wette” (GroRGE die Jud. 
Feste. § 6), by whom also the appeal, a male informato, might 
be raised. 





We will now endeavour to state the various views which have 
prevailed in our times relative to the Pentateuch ; first, in respect 
of its Mosaic origin, and then of the historical character of its con- 
tents. 

In reference to the Mosaic origin of the Pentateuch, there are 
three leading views: 1. One party denies it altogether, some very 
inconsiderable portions excepted. At their head stands DE WETTE, 
who, after retracing his steps a little in the right direction—in the 
last edition of his Introduction only—allows that the poetry in 
Num. xxi. is certainly Mosaic—that it can perhaps not be denied 
that many things are ancient and genuine in the Mosaic laws—yet 
they cannot be distinguished from those that are not so—that even 
the Decalogue in its present form could not proceed from Moses, 
for it exists in a double paraphrase. With De Wette are asso- 
ciated HARTMANN, VON BOHLEN, and VATKE, the latter of whom 
rejects even the poetry in Numbers xxi., which is acknowledged as 
genuine by De Wette. Whether GESENIUS is to be reckoned with 
this party, or with what other, is not quite certain. From an ex- 
pression in the preface to the tenth edition of his smaller Gram- 
mar, 1831, ““ that it is still a point of critical controversy whether 
the Pentateuch proceeded wholly or only in part from Moses’— 
he appears now to retract the decision in which, at an earlier pe- 
riod, he concurred with Vater and De Wette. If only there were 
no miracles and prophecies, and the wrathful deity of the Jews, 
then there would be no difficulty in surrendering to the impres- 
sions which one receives as a historian and philologist! How vivid 
these impressions must have been in favour of the genuineness of 
the Pentateuch, is evident from the fact, that the dogmatic prepos- 
sessions which still clung to the author could not overpower them. 
The avowal of this is most honourable to his candour. 

2. Others maintain the Mosaic origin of very important and 
comprehensive portions of the Pentateuch. At their head stands 
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EICHHORN, who, in the first edition of his Introduction to the Old 
Testament, asserted the genuineness of the whole, a few interpo- 
lations excepted ; but, in the last edition, modified his views, and 
considered that the Pentateuch consists of some portions by Moses 
himself, and the rest by some of his contemporaries. These, he 
supposes, were formed into a whole, with many additions by a later 
editor, probably in the times between Joshua and Samuel (p. 
334). The ground of this alteration, in his opinion, was, that, 
by mere exegesis, he could not, with confidence, remove the diffi- 
culties that the Pentateuch presented to his dogmatical preposses- 
sions. His despair on this point is openly expressed .in p. 255, 
where, in reference to the account of the Egyptian plagues, he says, 
“* Had the agent, Moses himself, narrated the events, the manner 
in which we find them now represented would be an enigma.” His 
denial of the Mosaic origin extends in general only as far as dog- 
matical prejudices come into play. Further, Sravup1ix, who, 
without wishing to decide on the history, (which, on account of his 
position at that time, must have shocked him as much in a dog- 
matical point of view as it attracted him im a historical one), very 
zealously advocated the Mosaic origin of the law, first, in his two 
“ Commentationes de legum Mosaicarum momento et ingenio, 
collectione et effectibus,’ Gott. 1796, 1797; then in his ‘ Gesch. 
der Sittenlehre Jesu,’ i. p. 118; and, lastly, in his essay “* T’he 
Genuineness of the Mosaic Law vindicated,’ in Ammon’s and 
Bertholdt’s Journal, Th. 3, s. 225, 8387; Th. 4, p. 1. 118, where 
the discourses in Deuteronomy are defended as genuine. This 
candid writer acknowledges truly, that the origin of the dislike to 
the Pentateuch is to be found im something very different from his- 
torical or critical investigations. ‘‘ The aversion to the Bible felt 
by many persons. in the present day,” he remarks, part 11. p. 281, 
“has indisputably extended to the criticism of the Bible.” He 
has set a good example in making use of the results obtained in 
modern times respecting ancient Egyptians in reference to the 
question of the genuineness of the Pentateuch : here he made a be- 
ginning, though, to be sure, only a beginning, for he did not go 
back to the original sources, but contented himself with a careful 
examination of Heeren’s ‘‘ Ideen.” The last mentioned essay 
especially contains much that is useful. That the author wanted 
profundity of conception appears, without doubt, from his remarks 
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im partiv. p. 19.“ It is, indeed, striking, that circumcision was 
not put in practice during the forty years journey through the wil- 
derness. Perhaps it was imagined, that circumcision, under such 
circumstances, would be injurious to health.” Had the author re- 
cognised the significance of circumcision—its relation to the cove- 
nant, which made its impartation impossible to a generation re- 
jected and thrown back upon the world, he would have Ieft this 
very superficial ground of explanation to Le Clerc and others of 
his school. Then Herpst, who, on aecount of his “ Observa- 
tiones quedam de Pent. quatuor librorum posteriorum auctore 
et editore. Ellwangen, 1817,” reprmted in voli. of the Com- 
mentatt. Theol. of Rosenmiller, Fuldner, and Maurer, is quite er- 
roneously classed, by some, among the advocates of the genuineness 
of the Pentateuch in its full extent. With all that he has objected 
to modern criticism, he cannot make up his mind to keep quite 
clear of its ground. His respect for the Protestant rationalist 
leaders is much too great. Whenever he mentions their names, 
he makes a profound obeisance, and humbly begs pardon for being 
so bold as on several points to contradict them. According to him 
(δ 17), the scattered Mosaic writings (he sticks fast to the πρῶτον 
ψεῦδος of modern criticism, the fragmentary character of the Pen- 
tateuch), were formed into a whole by a later collector, and en- 
larged by additions so numerous and important, that Jahn’s ad- 
mission of mere glosses does not appear to be sufficient. To avoid 
the imputation of studi novitatis, he makes this collector to be 
Ezra. In this way, he can apparently support himself by the fa- 
thers, whose expressions on the relation of Ezra to the Pentateuch, 
as we shall show elsewhere, have a very different meaning from 
what is attached to them by him, as well as Vater, Von Bohlen, 
and others. The services of this author in the vindication of the 
parts which he recognises as Mosaic, are not very important. 
Everywhere, there is great superficiality in his explanations; as, 
for example, the difference of the language of Deuteronomy from 
that of the remaining books is accounted for by the interval which 
elapsed between their composition. We do not, however, doubt, 
that the worthy author (lately deceased) would have advanced be- 
yond the position he has taken in this treatise, which, as the work 
of a young man, deserves acknowledgment. 

Finally, BLEEK has given his contributions to the inquiries on the 
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Pentateuch, in two essays, the first in Rosenmiiller's Bibl. eveg. 
Repert, bd. 1, Lpzg., 1824, the second in the Studien und 
Kritiken, 1831, p. 488. The result, according to the latter (in 
which an important advance is observable), is, that the giving of 
the law in the Pentateuch is in its spirit and character Mosaic— 
not merely in reference to the more general moral commands, but 
also in what concerns the Levitical laws of sacrifice and purifica- 
tion, which form so important a part of it. The direct conse- 
quence is, that in this book we in general stand on historical 
ground. In those laws such relations of the Jewish people are 
plainly implied, as are brought before us in the historical pas- 
sages, (p. 501). This result is the more remarkable, as it is de- 
duced entirely and alone from internal evidences, and, therefore, 
from that very quarter where the enemies of the Mosaic origin 
think their own strength lies. How altogether different the state 
of the case becomes, when to the internal evidences, whose aid in 
favour of the Pentateuch was here first obtained, the external 
ones are added. A programme by Bleek against Von Bohlen, 
which is said to be just published, has not yet reached the present 
writer.* 





* It belongs to the operation of the great principle of subjectivity, that, in modern times, 
external evidences are treated with contempt, and the internal ones are alone regarded as 
of value. On this point,see KLEINERT’s remarks in his Aechtheit des Tes. p.86. Modern 
times have furnished some very notable specimens of what we may expect from such 
a misapprehension of the natural position of these two branches of evidence. Had 
Hamaker, Gesenius, and others, before committing themselves any further, requested 
from the French marquis permission to inspect the pretended stone in his possession, 
with the Inscriptio nuper in Cyrenaica reperta, the tables would have been turned, 
and the laugh would have been at his expense, not theirs. Gesenius would then have 
discovered, what he knew not till post festum, that the pretended Pheenician inscrip- 
tion was Maltese-Arabic jargon. Had Gesenius, instead of inquiring how the proper 
names in the pretended Sanchoniathon agreed with those in his Phcenician inscrip- 
tion, insisted on seeing the Grecian manuscript of Sanchoniathon, he would not have 
been obliged, after painful experience, publicly to confess that it was very dangerous to 
trust solely and alone to internal evidences, One wishes that this experience may be of 
benefit to his labours in biblical criticism, especially since from this department he has 
taken this bad practice into the field of profane literature. It would only be fair that 
those who, in relation to the sacred Scriptures, have supported their opinions merely 
by internal evidences, should first test their infallibility by examining some anonymous 
literary productions of our own dey, in which evidences from internal grounds are in 
abundance at their service. How they would succeed, the author can anticipate from 
various experiments he has made in the journal of which he is the editor. The last is, 
that Professor Baur, who so confidently, against all external evidence, denies the 
Apostle Paul’s authorship of the Pastoral Epistles and of that to the Philippians, and 
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3. Others vindicate the genuineness of the Pentateuch im its 
present state. Several among them, with the admission of certain 
glosses, others, of even more important interpolations, in which 
Jahn goes 50 far that he exposes several weak points to the oppo- 
nents. That all these defenders of the genuineness, though dif- 
fering in their confessions, theological views, and internal religious 
position, yet agree in being supernaturalists, will be understood 
from the historical development we have given above. ‘The ad- 
mission of the genuineness, except on this ground, is still con- 
ceivable in a historian, but not in a theologian, who cannot pos- 
sibly keep theological consequences out of sight. At their head 
stands J. Τὴ. Micuar.is, who, in his Introduction to the Old 
Testament, p. 171. has very clearly shewn how the adversaries of 
Revelation have been forced to deny the genuineness of the Pen- 





the Apostle Peter’s authorship of the two Epistles that bear his name, with equal con- 
fidence attributes to the present writer an article on “The Future Prospects of our 
Theology,” appealing to the palpable agreement of the ideas with the preface. After 
the author has -assured him that the article was not his, the acute critic will now dis- 
cover the difference of style, and all the other peculiarities which distinguish it from 
the preface. A very striking proof of the deceptiveness of internal evidence is given in 
“ K. L. Reinhold’s Leben und lit. Werken, von E. Reinhold, Jena, 1825.” “ Scarcely 
had the work, “ Kritik der Offenbarung (published at Konigsberg at Easter, 1792) 
-appeared than it was advertised in the A. L. Z., with the addition, “ Every one who 
has read only the smallest of those works by which the philosopher of Konigsberg has 
laid mankind under everlasting obligations, will at once recognise the distinguished 
author.” This opinion was also expressed in a review written in the strongest terms 
by the co-editor of the A. L. Z., Hufelard, Professor of Jurisprudence at Jena. A. L. Z., 
1792, No. 190, 191. When Kant had announced in the same journal that the author was 
Fitche, theological candidate, who had come the preceding year to Konigsberg, Hufe- 
land, in the A. L. Z., 1792, No. 133, gave the explanation that all the adherents of the 
Kantian philosophy in Jena, among them eight academie teachers, with almost all the 
friends and opponents of this philosophy in Germany, had entertained the same opinion 
respecting the book, in consequence of its agreement, not only in style, but in the 
whole train of thought with Kant’s writings. Fiehte wrote afterwards another anony- 
mous work, “Beitrag zur Beritchtigung der Urtheile ΡΟΣ die Franz Revolution.” Ina 
letter to Reinhold, he had no apprehensions of being known as the author, since “ none of 
our critics would attribute the language of that work to the author of the work on Revela- 
tion.” “ That they will use this argument,” he adds, “if any rumours should escape 
about the author through the publisher, I expected with confidenee, and I have not 
‘been mistaken in our public. One might wish, or rather, for the sake of the incognito of 
well-meaning writers, one might not wish, that the uncertainty of this sort of inference 
should be known. As Kant was not the author of the ‘ Offenbarungs Kritik, I was 
blamed for imitating his style so exactly; now I shall be blamed for taking so much 
pains to disguise my own, and yet I could write five or six works on different subjects 
in which none of the common judges of style should detect the preeeding, without my 
having taken the least pains about it in their composition.” 
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tateuch. After his vindication the opposition to the genuineness, 
that not till then had obtained any importance, was first met in an 
able manner by JAHN, partly in his Introduction, partly in two 
separate essays in Bengel’s Archiv., vols. ii and ii. He was fol- 
lowed in later times by two esteemed writers belonging to his 
own church—the acute Hue, in the two treatises quoted at p. 48 
and 422 (of this work), and Movers, in an essay on Finding. 
the Book of the Law in the reign of Josiah, a contribution to en- 
quirers on the Pentateuch, in the Journal for Philosophy and 
Catholic Theology, No. xii., Cologne, 1834, p. 79, and No. 
xiii., p. 87, of which the most important part is the evidence of | 
the acquaintance of Jeremiah and Zephaniah with the Pentateuch, 
in prophecies which were delivered in the time that preceded the 
finding of the book of the law. Belonging to the German Evan- 
gelical Church in this century, we have to mention, KELLE, in his 
(not very important) Vorurtheilsfreicn Wiirdigung der mos. 
Schriften, 3 Hefte, Freib. 1811; FRirzscue, in his superficial 
“ Pritfung,’ Leipz. 1814; SCHEIBEL, in his “ Untersuchungen 
tiber Bibel und Kirchengesch” (Inquiries on the Bible and 
Church History), Part i., Breslau, 1816, p. 61; KANNE, in his 
“Bibl. Auslegungen’ (Biblical Exposition), Erlangen, 1819, where, 
in Parti., p. 79, there are strictures on Vater's treatise; Part u1., 
p. 1, Strictures on De Wette’s Bertrdge ; and p. 72, continued 
Strictures on Vater. The author touches merely on single points, 
principally alleged contradictions and traces of a later age, and 
with many fanciful things there are also excellent remarks. Ro- 
SENMULLER, in the third edition of his Commentary on the Pen- 
tateuch, is so timid with his supernaturalism, that he only once, 
where he was at a loss what else to say, ventures to remark, that 
the author possessed knowledge (aliunde) from some other quar- 
ter which was not explicable from his own consciousness ; SACK, 
in his Apologetics, p. 156, who correctly perceived that the founda- 
tion of a vindication of the genuineness must be a refutation of 
the hypothesis of the fragmentary character of the Pentateuch, 
also pointed out some arguments, hitherto overlooked, against the 
mythical character, especially the internal truthfulness in the de- 
lineation of the persons introduced, such as no mythical repre- 
sentation could exhibit, as, for example, “ the character of Moses 
from the first awakening of his sense of justice to the last decision 
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of his judicial office, stands there before us in most distinct 
verisimilitude ;’ RanxkE, in his investigations on the Pentateuch, 
Erlangen, 1834, Part i., being the best of what has been hitherto 
written on the genuineness; DETTINGER, who, in his essay on 
Gen. iv. 1-6, and in the Tiibingen Zeitschrift, 1835, Part i., 
p: 1, has, in a striking manner, shown that the charge of a want 
of connection and a legendary character, especially in reference to 
this particular section, proceeds from indolence and superficiality. 
Lastly, Licentiate BAUER vindicates the Pentateuch in his essay 
on the Mosaic origin of the giving of the law in the Zeitschrift 
fir spec. Theologie, v. i. Berlin, 1836, p. 140. Of foreign writers 
there need to be noticed only those who stand in connection with the 
enquiries carried on in Germany. Besides the work of the Danish 
Bishop Hertz, “ On Traces of the Pentateuch in the books of 
Kings,” Altona, 1822, there are only two works by PAREAU, to 
be mentioned, viz., Lustit. Interpretis V. T., Utr., 1822, and his 
Disputatio de mythica sacri codicis interpretatione, Utr,, 1824. 
The latter work especially merits the most careful attention, which 
has been wilfully withheld in Germany. 

‘The seeond point of difference relates to the historical character 
of the narratives in the Pentateuch. It exists between those who 
agree in rejecting every thing supernatural, and, with few excep- 
tions, also in rejecting the genuineness of the Pentateuch. One 
party are anxious to redeem as much as possible for history those 
portions of the Pentateuch which do not clash with their dogma- 
tical prepossessions. They lay down as a maxim, that every thing 
which goes beyond the common course of events is mythical, but 
every thing else approaches to accredited history, (MEYER, Apo- 
logie der gesch. Auffassung des Pent., Sulzb. 1811, p. 18), thus 
E1cHHorn, BaverR, MEYER, BERTHOLDT, and GESENIUS, (at least 
in his practice, to judge from the style and manner of his isolated 
quotations from the Pentateuch). VaTeR prepared the way for 
passing to the other view, which, it is true, did not yet assume a 
distinct and consequential opposition to the historical character of 
the narratives in the Pentateuch, but who felt in general satisfied 
with the mere perhaps of a historical foundation, and constantly 
fostered the notion that nothing could be determined with cer- 
tainty ; in short, he took quite a sceptical position. But in its 
complete form, the direct negative was held by De Wette, who 
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maintained that the Pentateuch was not to be considered a histo- 
rical source at all—that it presented no where any firm historical 
point—that the whole was mythical—that only the absence of 
metre had hitherto withheld from the Pentateuch all the honours 
of poetry. With De Wetter coincide BAveR, Von BOoHLEN, 
VATKE, and others.* 

That the latter view is more consequential than the former, and 
that it can be discarded only by arbitrarily stopping short as soon 
as we enter mythical ground, is too evident to need being pointed 
out. But that the former view can nevertheless gain adherents— 
that it can maintain itself even after the latter has reached matu- 
rity, and after a striking exposure of its arbitrariness—that it can 
again and again be admitted as possible, in some instances, even 
with those who in principle are so strict and consequential, shows 
how firmly and deeply the historical character of the Pentateuch 
must be impressed, and serves therefore as an argument against the 
mythical interpretation in general. The reason of the formation 
and continuance of the view which only goes half-way, is thus 
stated by one of its advocates, MEYER: “ These mythical exposi- 
tors expressed it according to an obscure feeling; indeed the 
whole individual quality of particular incidents in these ancient le- 
gends, their relations, both in point of place and time, and their 
connection with some later, better accredited fact, are strongly in 
favour of believing, that by no means everything which we are 
necessitated to regard as a myth is a mere fable.” For this very 
reason, because it comes so directly into collision with all sound 
historical feeling, the completion of a consequential mythic view 
is to be regarded as a happy event; for universally every error 





* How far the last named critic goes may be shown by such assertions as the follow- 
ing: That Genesis furnishes such scanty materials for history, that it gives no certain 
information respecting the nation, country, and genealogy of the Patriarch (p. 181) ; 
that the relationship of Aaron to Moses is to be rejected as unhistorical (p. 217); 
that the Mosaic polity has an unhistorical character (p. 204); that Moses established 
no systematic worship, and set apart no particular priesthood for performing it (p. 218) ; 
that it is doubtful whether the Levites in ancient times were a tribe in the same sense 
as the other tribes (p. 221); that it is doubtful whether the most ancient names of 
the tribes are handed down to us (p. 223); of the holy times, only the Sabbath, and 
perhaps the new moons remain; the three principal feasts were formed later than the 
harvest feast; and received still later a reference to the most ancient history of the 
people, &c., &e. Only one thing more is wanting—that the author should go one step 
further, and with Voltaire (Questions 8. ? Encyclopedic) call on his opponents to prove 
that such a personage as Moses ever existed. 
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must ripen and reach its consummation before the return to truth. 
can commence; and we cari more unreservedly rejoice in this 
event, because what the half mythical view allows to stand, be- 
longs not to sacred but to profane history, so that, in a religious 
point of view, nothing is thereby gained’or lost. The consequen- 
tial mythical scheme might forsooth boast, and mdeed not without 
justice, that it has taken cognisance of the injured rights of reli- 
gion, and has therefore substituted a sacred poetry in the place of 
a common history! Compare, for example, such expressions. as 
those of De Wette (p. 67), in reference to Eichhorn’s opinion that. 
eireumcision was to have removed the cause of Abraham’s being 
childless. “ What would our old, pious, believing theologians 
say if they could witness this mode of proceeding? ‘They indeed 
were theologians—we are not.’ And (p. 116), in reference to 
Isaac's obtaining a wife. ‘A Hebrew read this narrative with poetic 
feeling, with religious, theocratic associations, with a mythic faith. 
Would we read it otherwise ? Would we wither and lay bare the 
tender idyllic blossoms by a dry, sapless, historical treatment ?” If 
there were real earnestness.in this attempt to substitute a saered 
poetry for a common history, we must regard this consequential 
mythical view in another respect—as the forerunner of truth, as in 
the instance given above. If the mistaken idea be agai restored. 
to its rights, history must also gain thereby. If men are once 
religiously roused, moved and edified by history as poetry, their 
obdurate estrangement disappears, and the transition is prepared for 
the reception of history as history, since human nature, from an in- 
herent want that will not be easily denied, cannot be satisfied with 
ideas and the ideal, but carries in its constitution a craving after 
historical realization, which alone assures it that God is not afar off, 
that he condescends in love, and that a holy life is possible in a © 
world of sin. But though the chief advocate of the mythical 
scheme certainly at times makes an attempt to fulfil his promise 
(p 103), asin the remarks on the offering up of Isaac (p. 108), 
and in his attack on the crude inference of the belief in angels, 
yet, on the whole, his efforts are in direct opposition to his pro- 
mise, and tend to convert common history into common poetry. 
The good taste which the Greek and Roman poets infuse into their 
readers and admirers, we must bring with us to the Hebrew 
writers (p. 82). The myth of the curse of Canaan is very awk- 
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wardly contrived, a product of the national hatred of the Hebrews 
(p. 76) ; Abraham’s intercession for Sodom does no great credit to 
the taste of the narrator (p. 92) ; the account of Lot's daughters 
is a mere fiction of a very disgusting and offensive kind (p. 94). 
In Part 1, p. 259, mention is made of “ Sacred Tales;” and 
(p. 279) of ‘ Moral Tirades.” 

Among the adherents of the consequential mythical seheme, a 
difference again exists in this respect; that some, like DE WErTTE, 
satisfy themselves with pulling down, and zealously protest against 
all rebuilding ; others, on the contrary, as BAUER (on the Pass- 
over and on Circumeision, in the Tiibingen Journal of Theo- 
logy, 1832, Parti., p. 40) and VATKE, undertake this rebuilding. 
An extraordinary boldness belongs to this latter tendency, such as 
scarcely any one could be found to possess in the department of 
profane history. There, every one acknowledges, that without 
stones we can only build castles in the air. But these are at best 
but common-place historians. The philosophical historian, how- 
ever, 1s in possession of laws, according to which history mus¢ 
develop itself. ‘The necessity includes in itself the reality. What 
need, then, 15 there for special witnesses for the latter? In truth, 
they are only in the way, and there is reason to be glad when they 
are not forthcoming. For when they make their appearance, in 
general, they do not agree with the necessary laws, and we have 
the trouble of cutting, and shaping and fitting them, or of clearing 
them away altogether. For it is self-evident that we cannot ven- 
ture to modify the laws by them. Every contradiction which is 
grounded merely on testimony is of no importance to scientific 
criticism and its priests. Common criticism can merely kill ; 
philosophical criticism can also make alive; it has everything in 
itself, and proclaims, “‘ lam, and there is none beside me!” 

The opponents of the genuineness of the Pentateuch differ from 
one another in this respect, that some in the form and introduction 
of the Pentateuch attribute an important influence to premeditation 
and deceit ; others endeavour as much as possible to avoid this sup- 
position. Since the supposition of deceit is unavoidable from our 
opponents’ point of view, as we shall prove hereafter, so it forms a 
testimony in favour of the Pentateuch that most of them endeavour 
to escape this consequence, or (which is a proof of their evil con- 
science) to. conceal it. See De Wette, vol. i., p. 178; vol. iL, 
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Ρ. 405; also Vatke, with whom the supposition of a deceitful: for- 
gery, however much he seeks to escape it, sometimes is made use 
of, as in p. 220. Jeremiah is said to have accused the priests of it. 
With a less refined openness Gramberg (Gesch. der Religionsideen, 
vol. i, p. 63), and Von Bohlen admit the supposition of deceit. 

Lastly, quite a swarm of differences is presented to us when we 
take into consideration the views of our opponents on the relation 
of the various books to one another, and the time of the composi- 
tion of each (the view maintained by De Wette, that Deuteronomy 
was the latest of all, the topstone of the mythical structure, which 
at one time seemed to have won universal acceptance, begins now 
to yield to the exactly opposite opinion, that Deuteronomy is the 
most ancient among all the books of the Pentateuch, v. George, 
ch. 1, p. 7), as also the time of collecting and introducing the 
whole. The great principle of subjectivity here celebrates its tri- 
umph—no two distinguished critics are unanimous in solving the 
most important problem. It is a war of all against all. We felt 
at first inclined to present the ridiculous spectacle of this conflict 
in detail. to our readers, in order that, from the confusion of the 
- positive results of modern criticism (in which union exists only as 
long as it is maintained by acommon dogmatical bias), they might 
infer what is the boasted certainty of their negative results. But 
we are seized with an invincible disgust, and cannot bring our- 
selves to enter the field of arbitrary criticism, and collect all the 
whimsicalities of opinion that le scattered there. But any one 
may supply our lack of service, if he will take up some of the most 
noted works of this class and compare them with each other. The 
impression they would give him, we conjecture, would be like that 
which one receives on entering a synagogue. 


The result obtained by this review of the attacks on the genuine- 
ness of the Pentateuch is by no means consolatory for its defen- 
ders. If these attacks have their deep and firm root in the spirit 
of the age, and those who pay it homage (even if all their non- 
-dogmatical arguments are destroyed, and the genuineness be evi- 
dently proved) will still continue the conflict, then, at the end of 
a toilsome and exhausting course, we may exclaim, “TI have la- 
boured for nought, and spent my strength in vain.” But if, on 
one side, the view is gloomy, it is cheermg on another. Not all 
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have unconditionally sold themselves into the service of the spirit 
of the times—many are not indisposed to leave undetermined the 
correctness of the dogmatical prepossessions of both parties, and 
wait to see who will gain the victory on the field of historical cri- 
ticism. These homines bonae voluntatis are those from whom 
the faithful labourer may expect his reward. Yet one circum- 
stance in our times is cheering. Originally the attacks against 
the Old and New ‘Testament went hand in hand. Assailants and 
defenders alike thought that both must stand or fall together. The 
Wolfenbiittler fragmentist, for instance, regarded the whole of 
the Sacred History as a compact phalanx, and proceeded on the 
supposition that the disproof of the passage through the Red Sea, 
involved that of the resurrection of Christ, and the disproof of the 
resurrection that of the passage through the Red Sea. Bauer wrote 
a mythology of the Old and New Testament. De Wette avows 
that the principles of mythical interpretation carried by him 
through the Pentateuch, must, of necessity, also be applied to the 
New Testament. And how could he come to a different conclu- 
sion? ‘The connection between the Old and New Testament is 
so intimate, so palpable, that even a child cannot help perceiving 
it. Continually the latter presents allusions to the former. Must 
the forty years temptation of the children of Israel in the desert be 
mythical, and is the forty days temptation of Christ its antitype— 
historical? Are the angelic appearances of the Old Testament 
mythical, and those of the Evangelists historical, though the angels 
retain, even to their very names, the Old Testament character ? 
Are the miracles of the Old Testament mythical, and those of the 
New Testament historical, which, almost throughout, have among 
them a special type, and in their symbolical meaning rest almost 
entirely on the Old Testament? Truly such a transition from 
fiction to truth—such a mimickry of the human by the Divine, is 
the greatest absurdity that can be imagined. But, for a while, 
the strong bias that existed on this subject succeeded in veiling 
from itself, and others who were animated by the same bias, what 
was supported by the clearest evidence. The sense of religious 
want was newly awakened; but in many minds not with that 
strength which would enable them to break altogether with the 
spirit of the age: the religious want made it impossible for them 
to give up the New Testament, and their attachment to the spirit 
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of the times, to receive the Old Testament. For a time this seemed 
to do well enough ; all warning voices were disregarded ; or even 
scoffed and abused. Then appeared Strauss Leben Jesu, and 
the internal connection of what had been arbitrarily separated by 
inclination could no longer be mistaken. ‘The critical treatment. 
to which Strauss subjected the gospels, is so completely like that 
employed by De Wette on the Pentateuch, that we can scarcely 
see how it is possible to abandon the one and yet wish to retain 
the other; besides, Strauss has very diligently attempted to show 
how the Old Testament element is so strong in the New, that who- 
ever has once given up the Old Testament, must also decide to let 
the New Testament fall to the ground. So that the present is ex- 
actly a favourable time for the vindicators of the Old Testament, 
and, especially for those who exert themselves to free the founda- 
tion on which the whole stands or falls, from the rubbish under 
which it has been buried. For those, in whom the reception of 
the New ‘Testament has had a deeper root and has been a work of 
faith, will now, since the great alternative is laid before them, be- 
ing free from the former indifference and dislike to the Old Tes- 
tament, lend an ear as willingly to its vindicators as formerly to 
its adversaries. However much individuals may struggle against 
the fatal necessity, the matter will soon be placed on its ancient 
footing, so that only one great distinction will remain, that be- 
tween the believers and the opponents of Scripture. 


_ It is greatly to be wished that the opponents and the defenders of 
the genuineness of the Pentateuch, could agree on certain princi- 
ples of carrying on the controversy. Unless this is done, the 
consequence will soon be, that the writings on each side will only 
be read by their respective partizans, and as soon as these parti- 
zans have consolidated themselves, will become altogether useless. 

First of all, it should be openly admitted on both sides, that 
the result: of the inquiry is settled before the adduction of critical 
arguments. It is vain deceit if this be concealed. We have 
already seen that on the rationalist position the acknowledgment 
of the genuineness is impossible, even if the strongest arguments. 
are alleged in its favour. The denial of this has been rendered. 
impracticable by the numerous and open confessions on the sub- 
ject. But equally, and we honestly avow it, on. the believing 
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position, the genuineness is settled before the critical examination 
of particulars. The Pentateuch is borne witness to by our Lord 
and his Apostles, and their testimony is sealed by the Holy Ghost 
to those who, with believing dispositions, study the contents of 
these books. ‘The critical examination is not intended to call forth 
faith in the divine origin of these books which presupposes their 
Mosaic origin, but only to give a reason to itself and others of 
the faith that already exists. 

The right also should be granted by both parties to each other, 
that the combatants of each one should show for those who stand 
on the same religious position, without having a developed con- 
sciousness respecting it, how the one or the other position impera- 
tively demands the denial or acknowledgment of the genuineness. 
Let the believing theologian listen patiently when the anti-super- 
naturalist critic proves to his followers, from the miracles and 
prophecies, down to the command, ‘“‘ Love thy neighbour as thy: 
self,” that they cannot, in these books, find their account ; when 
he points out to them, that, by admitting the genuineness of the 
Pentateuch, they must give up their whole idea of God—they must 
call forth again their long-forgotten scorn before the majesty of the 
holy and righteous God, &c. Equally let the anti-supernaturalist 
theologian keep himself quiet, when the believing critic points out 
to his followers, that all attempts to invalidate the testimony of 
Christ and his apostles are vain, and only undertaken from the bias 
of inclination—that the entire chain of Divine revelation is broken 
when a single link is arbitrarily taken out—that they withstand 
the Holy Ghost when they interpret the books in which traces of 
his agency are so visible, as if they were a mere human production. 

But, on both sides, let it be maintained with all strictness to 
preserve the bounds of Biblical criticism ; the conflict, of which the 
decision belongs altogether to another forum, is not to be carried 
on in this ground ; and, on this account, let whatever has merely an 
internal importance to the individual be separated from that which 
can lay claim to universal validity. Let it be distinctly avowed 
that nothing relating to the former is intended for opponents. 

This very moderate requirement has hitherto been grossly vio- 
lated by all anti-supernaturalist critics, while, by those on our side, 
Ranke, for instance, it has been openly declared, that the criticism 
of the Biblical books must not take belief in the Divine origin of 
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Christianity for its starting point, and in his whole work he never 
leaves the ground of historical criticism. The vouchers for the 
justness of our complaint we have already given. At present, we 
would only examine with this reference the section that relates to 
itin De Wette’s Introduction, the work which is acknowledged as a 
representative of the anti-supernaturalist criticism. The dogmatic 
element in it is far more prominent than the miracles and prophe- 
cies. When, for instance, he says, ‘‘ The following narrations are 
according to the ideas of the covenant of Jehovah with Israel, and 
his communion with them, the election of this people and the rejec- 
tion of other nations, the earlier establishment and pre-signification 
of the theocratic institute and events connected with it, in which, 
if not every thing is invented, yet it is more or less altered,” &c., 
this statement borrows its importance solely and alone from the 
dogmatic assumption of the non-reality of these ideas, which first 
requires a foundation and legitimation by enquiry on the principles 
of historical criticism, so that we are arguing here in a complete 
circle. Also the assertion, that ‘‘ the causes of events in the Di- 
vine plan of government are very distinctly pointed out, but human 
motives and the natural concatenation of events imperfectly,” can 
only serve to support the mythical scheme, on the dogmatical as- 
sumption that no higher causality interposes. ‘To the same class 
belongs the remark on the poetic-prophetic method, ‘“ that while 
the human mind partly seeks to re-establish a higher connection of 
the present with the past, and partly to gain a support for real pro- 
phecies for the future,” where it is taken for granted that no such 
connection existed—that no such foundation was given. Not till 
the spuriousness of the Pentateuch has been thoroughly established 
by a process of genuine historical criticism, would there be any 
propriety in such a remark. Under the same head we must class 
the references to popular legends, names of places and persons, &e. 
If the events really happened as they are narrated, they must‘ then 
occasionally refer to popular legends and names of places and 
persons, and so of several other things. Never is any attempt 
made to separate dogmatic grounds and historic reasons from one 
another. ‘They are mingled together in sad confusion: from the 
very outset, all pretension to a well-trained understanding is de- 
nied to those who still adhere to the genuineness of the Penta- 
teuch filled with miracles. 
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De Wette himself, in his survey of the attacks on the Pentateuch, 
divides them into the dogmatic—as those of the Clementines, Na- 
zarenes, and Ptolemy—and the historico-critical. In this classifi- 
cation, there is an implied acknowledgment of the illegitimacy 
of his method of argumentation. It is not essentially different 
from the method of the dogmatic opponents, who are rejected by 
him ; for even they did not refrain from mingling historical with 
dogmatical reasons; so, for instance, in the Clementine Homilies, 
ii., 6. 49, it is argued that the Pentateuch could not have been 
written by Moses, because it contains an account of his death—an 
argument which, by the bye, would much more conclusively prove 
the spuriousness of Sleidan’s work, De Statu religionis et retp. 
Car. v. Cesare. For, while in the Pentateuch the narrative of 
Moses’ death and burial is not given till after it has been ex- 
pressly and fully stated that he had finished his work, and trans- 
ferred it to the Levites, from which it would be at once understood 
that the following narrative did not proceed from him-—there is at 
the close of Sleidan’s history, without any similar intimation pre- 
ceding it, this sentence—‘‘ Octobris die ultimo Joannes Sleida- 
nus, J. U, L., vir et propter eximias animi dotes et singularem 
doctrinam omni laude dignus, Argentorati decedit, atque tbi- 
dem honorifice sepelitur.” (According to the edition of Franc. 
1610, which hes before me.) But the same words are in the 
edition that appeared in the edition by the original publisher, 
Richelius, which Freytag transcribes in his Apparat. Ὁ. 111., t. 247 
(compare p. 248), and probably was inserted in all the editions 
after 1556, the year of the author's death. Without doubt, he 
who added these words thought it unnecessary to distinguish him- 
self from the author, since every body knows that no one records 
his own death and burial. | 

Besides, it is self-evident that we can only consider our just 
demands as complied with, when the opponents exclude everything 
that stands in connection with the different grounds of religious 
conviction, and recollect that the whole idea of the Divine Being 
is still swb yudice—the justice of God, for example, not less than 
his power to work miracles. 


From the explanation already given of the grounds which have 
called forth the denial of the genuineness of the Pentateuch, it 
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follows that the vindication of it is a far more comprehensive un- 
dertaking than that of any work of profane antiquity. Some 
special points require here to be considered. The Pentateuch can 
only be a genuine work if it is a sacred one; so that, in the vindi 

cation of its genuineness, its whole theology must be kept in view. 
If the four pages in Kant’s Religion innerhalb der Griinzen der 
blossen Vernunft, (p. 176), contain truth, in which, borrowing 
from Bolingbroke, he endeavours to demonstrate that the Jewish 
faith, in its original construction, was only an abstract of statute 
laws, on which a political and not a religious institution was 
founded—then it is all over with the genuineness of the Penta- 
teuch. The result is the same, (which is closely connected with this), 
if the symbolical character of the ceremonial law cannot be esta- 
blished, nor shewn that it differs only formally from the moral 
law. For in the true religion a shell cannot exist without a ker- 
nel; the ceremonial law, if it proves to be merely this, cannot be of 
God; cannot be from messengers armed with his power. A single 
objection, like that so often repeated, that the theology of the 
Pentateuch is so. crude that God often appears in it as the author 
of sin—who, in an immediate and supernatural manner, hardens 
the heart of man—makes it wicked to his temporal and everlast. 
ing destruction—would, if it could be established, spare the oppo- 
nents of the genuineness all farther trouble. (ΚΓ. Wolfenb. Frag. 
p- 58.) For such an objection relates not to the idea of the 
Divine Being as far as it is still swd judice ; for all agree that 
God, as the holy and the merciful one, cannot be the author of 
sin. Such childish representations of God as Le Clerc, in his 
 Sentimens de quelques Theologiens de Hollande,” p 82, attri- 
butes to the author. of the Pentateuch—as, for instance, that 
Moses asks God after his name (Exod., 11. 13) as if there were 
several Gods, which must be distinguished by different names, 
cannot’ agree with the genuineness. How much less, then, acts 
such as those maintained by the fragmentists as having been per- 
formed! If one leaves out the supposition that God had com- 
manded it by a special manifestation, and considers the act in itself 
naked and bare, any one must then say that it would be nothing 
but deceit, falsehood, thievery, robbery, and barbarous, inhuman 
cruelty. It is not enough that we barely satisfy all the specific 
objections, we must be able positively to prove, at the same time, 
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that the law, and the whole character of God, as historically repre- 
sented, is infinitely exalted above any thing that reason, left to itself, 
has ever produced or ever can produce. Only when the miracles 
come into this connection—only when the lawgiver himself is the 
greatest miracle, so that they (the miracles) appear more natural in 
connection with him, than that which is natural in the common. 
sense of the word, the appeal to analogies from heathen antiquity 
loses all significance. ‘To enter into the subject thoroughly on the 
theological side, is so much the more necessary, as it has been so 
much neglected by former advocates. Only J. D. Michaelis has 
engaged with some fulness upon it; but that his performances are 
only in a slight degree satisfactory, may be already inferred from 
the earlier remarks on his Exposition. If any thing of solid 
value is to be gained in this department, theological Interpre- 
tation must assume anew form. Biblical Introduction, if it would 
attain its object, must be fitted, in reference to the chief topics, 
to be a substitute for a commentary. 

As to the course of the inquiry, after answering the preliminary 
question, on the relation of the genuineness to the history of the 
art of writing, the first object 15 to prove that the Pentateuch, by 
its unity of design and plan of references and language, is one 
intimately connected whole, that could only proceed from one 
author. (To this part belongs the inquiry respecting the different 
names of the Deity.) Then we have to point out that Moses in the 
work itself is marked as the author. If this be granted, all the 
attempts are foiled by which an accommodation has been sought 
between genuineness and deception, and all internal evidences, all 
external testimonies, which were primarily applicable to particulars, 
obtain, at the same time, an importance for the whole.* We have, 
for this purpose, to examine what relation the whole later develop- 
ment of the nation and its literature bears to the genuineness of the 
Pentateuch. The traces and testimonies must naturally here be 
far more numerous than in any writing whatever of profane anti- 





. * “Tet it be granted,” says Vater (in his Essay on Moses, appended to his Commen- 
tar uber der Pentateuch, iii. p. 583), “that all the passages quoted contain plain evi- 
dence that the authors had similar passages before them from the Pentateuch, what 
would follow? Everything, in a book which is a connected, united whole. But as re- 
gards the Pentateuch nothing, since this evidently and most plainly consists of many 
isolated portions.” 
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quity. For the Pentateuch must have been (its genumeness being 
assumed) the foundation, not less of civil than of religious life. 
(To this part belongs our essay on the relation of the Pentateuch 
to the kingdom of Israel.) It is then to be shown how the inter- 
nal character of the Pentateuch does not stand in contradiction to 
its genuineness, but rather imperatively demands it. Thus, first, 
the philological,* then the historical ; and, lastly, the theological 
character of the Pentateuch will be the subject of discussion. As 
an appendix, which is designed only for those of the same way of 
thinking as the author, it will remain to be shown that the testi- 
mony of Christ and his Apostles, as well as the relation of the 
Pentateuch to the whole of Divine revelation and the Sacred 
Seriptures, is in favour of the genuineness. 

Although the author could scarcely withstand the temptation to 
undertake those parts first to which inclination and outward cir- 
cumstances first led him, yet he would have followed the arrange- 
ment above marked out, if he had not been prevented by a cause 
not depending on himself. ‘These contributions were intended to 
contain the investigation of the genuineness of the Pentateuch in 
its fullest extent, but he does not know the end at the beginning, 
nor when the second volume will follow the first. Under the most 
favourable circumstances, it will take some years of toilsome labour 
to accomplish what the subject requires. It appeared to him un- 
suitable to begin the investigation with that on which so much 
has been done by Ranke’s work. He believed he might therefore 
yield to his inclination, especially if he attempted by the Intro- 
duction to bring the scattered topics into one view. He had still 
the advantage before his eyes, that investigations like these on the 
external testimonies, if they are given at once in their full complete- 
ness, may easily become wearisome to the reader. 


The tone of this book will not suit many persons. They will 
charge it with uncharitableness, harshness, and undue warmth of 
temper. The author at first, after mature consideration, reluctantly 
penned the passages which might give oceasion to this com- 
plaint ; he has since repeatedly looked them over to see whether 





* On this point, the author may refer to his own Essay on the genuineness of the 
Pentateuch and its language in Tholuck’s Literarischu Anzeiger, 1883, No. 45 and 46. 
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milder expressions might not be used, but he could not venture 
upon any alteration. Had he felt no more than a critical interest, 
he should have thought it his duty to use severe language against 
the attempts of his opponents. But since not only criticism, but, 
according to his deepest convictions, religion also is endangered by 
these attempts, the fate of which is, and will be, inseparable from 
its written documents, and since these attempts, as they lead to 
irreligion, proceed also fromit, he should deem himself criminal if 
he permitted this conviction to have no influence on his tone. 
Fair opponents will measure him according to his own standard ; 
they will direct their attacks not against the tone, but against the 
whole religious position of the author, of which it is the necessary 
consequence. Yet the author is not greatly concerned whether 
this be done or not. His only anxiety is, that he may hold fast 
a good conscience—that he may not need to fear the account which 
he must hereafter render of this work to his Lord and God, who 
has given him the ability to execute it, and whose blessing upon it 
he implores. 


1836. 
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THE 


SAMARITAN COPY, 


AND THE 


EXISTENCE OF THE PENTATEUCH IN THE KINGDOM OF ISRAKL. 


THE earlier vindicators of the genuineness of the Pentateuch 
regarded the existence of the Samaritan Copy as one of their 
strongest arguments. In the absence of historical testimony for 
the time when the Pentateuch was first known to the Samaritans, 
they thought it in their power to prove by a train of reasoning 
which, by its certainty, would completely make up for the want of 
direct evidence—that it was to be dated from the settlement of the 
supposed mixed people (2 Kings xvu. 24), who received it, they 
alleged, immediately from the kingdom of Israel. Thus they traced 
the stream upwards. If, moreover, the Pentateuch existed in the 
kingdom of Israel, it must have had the highest authority at the 
time of the separation from Judah. For its later imtroduction 
from the kingdom of Judah cannot easily be imagined, if we con- 
sider the religious animosity that existed between the two king- 
doms. Its high authority in the time of Jeroboam could rest only 
on the firm conviction of its Mosaic origin. What a strong ex- 
ternal argument it is for this origin, when we see the whole nation 
at that early period so firmly convinced of it, that Jeroboam durst 
not venture to reject the venerated work in a straightforward manner, 
but endeavoured to accomplish his object in a more underhand way. 
These statements have been advocated, not only by EKICHHORN, 
JAHN, ECKERMANN, FRiTzscHE (Aechtheit der B. Mos. Ὁ. 83-97), 
KELLE (Vorurtheilsfreie Witrdigung der Mosaischen Schriften, 
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5. 59), CELLERIER (de Torigine authentique et divine de [An 
cien Testament, Genéve, 1826, p. 13, &c.), and ROSENMULLER, 
but especially by STEVDEL and MazapeE; by the first, in an 
essay entitled, Hinige Zweifel gegen die Annahme, es kinne aus 
dem Samarit. Pentateuch kein Beweis fiir das Alter des Penta- 
teuch gefiihrt werden (“Some doubts on the opinion that no evi- 
dence can be adduced from the Samaritan Pentateuch for the an- 
tiquity of the Pentateuch”) in Bengel’s Archiv. iii. 626; and by 
Mazade in a separate work, Sur Vorigine, Cage et [état critique 
du Pent. Sam., Genéve, 1830. How plausible this evidence is 
(it has only one vulnerable side, and to any one who does not find 
that out it must appear irrefragible), is clear from the fact, that 
some of opposite views have been obliged to acknowledge its 
weight, namely, OrmMaR and BERTHOLDT ; the latter of whom has 
allowed himself to be driven by it as far back as the age of David, 
for the date of the Pentateuch. The more determined of the oppo- 
nents, however, seek for pretended marks of a later age, and en- 
deavour from other grounds to show that it could not possibly have 
existed in the kingdom of the Ten Tribes. In reference to the time 
when the Samaritans first became acquainted with it, their opinions 
are very discordant. Several, particularly GESENIUS (De Pent. 
Sam.), DE WETTE (in his Bettrdge, i. p. 214, and in his Hin- 
leitung), and BLEEK (in ROSENMULLER'S Repertorium, i. p- 68), 
maintain that it was introduced when Manasseh and other Jewish 
priests passed over into Samaria, and cotemporary with the build- 
ing of the Temple on Mount Gerizzim, an event which (with extra- 
ordinary want of critical judgment, following the uncritical Jose- 
phus in preference to the cotemporary book of Nehemiah, com- 
posed, as they admit, centuries before Josephus), they place in the 
time of Alexander, without considering what has been remarked 
to the contrary by earlier scholars, as PRIDEAUX, MILL (in his 
Dissertatio de causis odii Judwos inter atque Sam. Disser- 
tatt. sel. p. 428), ScuuLtz (De implacabili Judaworum in Sam. 
odio. Wittenb. 1756, p. 48), JAHN, and others.* According to 





_ * The opinion in favour of Nehemiah, which SEIFFERT expresses in the Konigsber- 
ger Weihnachtsprag. of 1828, and KLEINERT in the Dorpater Theol. Beitragen, ba. i., 
appears to have met with more acceptance. Atleast, Dr WETTE, in the second edition 
of his Archeologie, p. 49, has withdrawn his former view. 
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Von COoLLN, on the other hand, (4. ZL. Ζ., 1828, Hrgdnzungs- 
blatt, No. 13), the Pentateuch is said to have reached the remains 
of the Ten Tribes by means of Josiah, when he destroyed the 
monuments of the idols in Samaria. HaArTMANN (p. 810) sup- 
poses that the Samaritans obtained the Pentateuch from the Jews 
during the Babylonian exile. 

Before we enter on the investigation itsclf, we must expose a 
fundamental error, common to both advocates and opponents, 
which renders it impossible for either to attain their end, and turns 
the whole controversy, as to its main points, into unprofitable 
jangling. Who were the Samaritans? ‘The unanimous answer 
given in modern times, (that is from the time of the renewed in- 
terest respecting the Samaritans towards the end of the 18th cen- 
tury, till the papers in THoiuck’s Lit. Anzeiger, 1833, p. 808, 
which serve as a foundation for our present work,*) not merely in 
relation to the present controversy, but uniformly is, that the Sa- 
maritans were a mixed people, consisting of the remains of the 
Ten Tribes, and the heathen colonists, whom the Assyrians brought 
into the land amalgamated by intermarriages. This view is carried 
to an extreme by De Sacy. “It is probable,” he says, “ that the 
Israclites, who dwelt among the Ten Tribes, formed the greatest part 
of the population, so that in a little time their worship and civil 
laws founded on the books of Moses, became common to all the 
foreign colonists.” GESENIUS calls the Samaritans, in plain 
terms, apostates. 

Most of the older scholars held a different opinion. Though in 
some, as LIGHTFOOT on Matth. x. 5; LAMPE on John iv., and 
others, the germ of the later erroneous view may be found, yet, 
generally, they considered the Samaritans were, originally, 
heathen people, who had gradually adopted the Mosaic system of 
religion. “ Samaritani,” says Mill, “ ordgine erant Gentiles, 
2η) colontam missi in Samariam, ejectis inde et abductis Ju- 
deis, quam etiam Judais licet reducibus possidebant; hine 





* In the latest times the same view meets us. Thus the complete identification of 
Ephraim and Samaria is maintained by EwaLp. Psalmen, p. 341. 

+ “Tl est vraisemblable, que les Israclites, demeurés dans les dix tribus, formaient 
la plus grande partie de la population, en sorte, quen peu de temps leur culte, leur 
lois civiles, fondees sur les livres de Moyse, devinrent communs a toutes les colonies 
étrangeéres.” Wem. sur les Samarit., p. 7. 
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Jiert non poterat, quin sua et popularium suorum agros ab 
aliems possidert aegerrime ferrent Juda.’ Thus, also, SCHULTZ, 
(p. 64); Ricwarp Srmon, (Hist. crit. du V. T., p. 64); and 
RELAND, (De Samaritanis); and centuries before all these, 
ELMACIN, (quoted in HotrincEr, 1168. p. 45.) : 

If we examine into the grounds for both these views, it is evi- 
dent that the former could have prevailed in modern times, only 
because no one took the pains thoroughly to investigate it, which 
is so much the more surprising, since the Samaritans, for a long 
time, had been a favourite subject in theological journals. — 

The only circumstance in favour of an Israelitish element among 
the Samaritan people, is the assertion of the later Samaritans 
themselves, that they are descended from Israel; and what forms 
the only reason for this view is, at the same time, to be regarded 
as the cause of its spread in later times. Every statement made 
by the remains of the λαὸς μωρός, in Sichem, has been eagerly 
received, and a readiness to prefer them to the Jews has been 
shown on all occasions, even where it led to downright absurdi- 
ties: thus, BERTHOLDT, (Hinleitung, 111. p. 871), maintains, that 
in the Samaritan Joshua, that paltry book of fables, many things 
are narrated more purely and credibly than in the Hebrew, and 
that its claims are of equal value ; E1cHHorn, too, (Hinleitung, 
Part 11., p. 641), in perfect seriousness, asserts, that the Alexan- 
drian translation of the Pentateuch was originally made from the 
Hebrew Samaritan text by the Samaritans, and, at a later period, 
received through the Jews from them. He appeals for the truth 
of this statement to the Samaritan tradition as completely out- 
weighing the Jewish. 

That the Samaritans, as early as the time of Christ, put in their 
claim to descent from Israel, we see from John iv. 12, where the 
Samaritan woman calls Jacob the Father of the Samaritans. 
HeGEsIPpus relies certainly on some such popular statements, 
when he (Eusebius, iv. c. 22), numbers the Samaritans among 
the sons of Israel, (υἱοῖς ᾿Τσραήλ) ; and CHRysostom, when on 
John iv., he remarks, οὗ κατοικοῦντες οὐ Σαμαρεῖται ἀλλ᾽ ᾿Ισραη- 
λῦται ἐλέγοντο. AMMONIUS, in the Catena Patrum, on John iv., 
says expressly, ἐκ γένους ὄντες τῶν Μηδῶν καὶ Περσῶν ἔθνους 
ἐπεφήμιζον ἑαυτούς τοῦ ᾿Τακώβ. In their Joshua they frequently 
call themselves “‘ sons of Israel.” See Reland, de Sam., in his 
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Dissertatt, 1. p. 62. Also, BENJAMIN of TUDELA, reports in his 
travels, that they give themselves out to be of the tribe of Ephraim. 
In a manuscript in the University of Oxford, by the Samaritan 
Abulhasan of Tyre, containing a controversy with the Jews, one 
section is entituled, “ Refutatio Judeorum qui Samaritanos non 
esse Israelitas dicunt.;’ (v. Catal. codd. mse. Orient. Bibl. 
Babl., p.u., Arab. compl. conf. Nicol, ed absolv. Pusey, Oxon. 
1835, p. 3.) In their letter to Job Ludolph, (Reland, i. 9.) they 
state that they are sons of Israel—are all descended from the sons 
of Joseph the Just, of the tribes of Ephraim and Manasseh, and, 
according to their priests, through Phineas from Aaron. And so 
this account has come down to the present time. 

But the testimony thus given by this people of themselves can 
prove nothing, since from their very midst, opposite and far more 
trustworthy testimonies can be produced. At the time of the re- 
turn from the captivity, the Samaritans were not so eager to claim 
this relationship. In their letter to the king of Persia (Ezra iv. 
9, 10), they describe themselves as the people ‘“‘ whom the great 
and noble Asnappar brought over and set in the cities of Sama- 
ria.’ And if we are reminded that it was for their interest to leave 
their Israelitish element unnoticed, yet it is impossible to get over 
the passage in Ezra iv. 2, where the Samaritans say to the Jews, 
“ Let us build with you, for we seek your God as ye do, and we 
do sacrifice unto him since the days of Esar-haddon, king of As- 
sur, which brought us up hither.” Here the Samaritans had the 
strongest inducement possible to lay stress on the Israelitish ele- 
ment, if it really existed; this would have been a far stronger 
claim for taking part in building the temple than the only 
point they did urge. But at a later period, when, trusting to 
the greater darkness in which the lapse of time had concealed the 
origin of the people, men ventured to make use of this artifice, 
they brought forward the truth as soon as it appeared more ad- 
vantageous than the falsehood, which in the latest times had been 
held by the people themselves for truth, though, perhaps, never 
by the more intelligent. JoskePHus casts it in their teeth, that 
whenever they saw the Jews in prosperity, they called themselves 
their relations, saying that they were descendants of Joseph ; but 
as soon as the Jews were depressed, they averred that they had 
nothing to do with them, since they were connected by no bond of 
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kindred or friendship, but were foreign colonists, of a totally different 
descent. * To this account of Josephus, which he repeats in 
b. xi. 8, § 6, in almost the same words, history gives a voucher. 
When Alexander granted important privileges to the Jews, they 
gave themselves out for Jews, in order to participate in these pri- 
vileges ; yet without succeeding in convincing Alexander, which 
is worthy of notice, since it implies how destitute they were of 
proofs to support their assertions. On the other hand, when the 
persecutions of Antiochus Epiphanes began, they abjured all 
relationship to the Jews, saying that they were colonists of Medes 
and Persians. Josephus xii. 5, ὃ 5. In the letter to Antiochus 
Epiphanes, they describe themselves as being ov ἐν Σικιμοις 
Σιδώνιοι, Sidonians, that is, Heathens. They appeal for their 
heathen origin to public documents, πολιτικαὶ avaypadpal. In- 
fluenced by the conviction, that the God to whom they had de- 
voted themselves was one who had never given witness of him- 
self among them, with whom they had not become united, as Is- 
rael had been, since the beginning of their national existence, 
they say that their fathers had founded ἀνώνυμον ἐν τῶ Γαριζειν 
ὄρει ἱερον. This sanctuary, which hitherto had no presens numen, 
was henceforth to be dedicated to Ζεὺς “Εὐλλήνιος. This ac- 
count is confirmed by 11. Macc. vi. 2, according to which An- 
tiochus sent, “to pollute the temple in Jerusalem, and to call 
it the temple of Jupiter Olympus, and that in Gerizzim of Jupiter 
the defender of strangers, as they did desire that dwelt in that 
place ;’ + a passage of which the concise mode of expression has 
given rise to singular mistakes. Besides, Michaelis, Suppl. p. 1857, 
(see GAAB Handb. zum philologischen Verstehen der Apocry- 
phen), who explains it, ‘‘ as the inhabitants of the place were hospit- 
able,” instead of, “ he let them call it the temple of Zeus, the pro- 
tector of strangers, as at that time the inhabitants were really 





* Οἱ πρὸς μεταβολὴν Kal συγγένειαν, ὅταν μὲν εὖ πράττοντας βλέπωσι τοῦς 
4 “Ὁ > use ς > ᾽ ; , . 4 ‘ > ~ 
Ἰουδαίους συγγενεῖς ἀποκαλοῦσιν, ὡς ἐξ Ἰωσήπου φύντες Kai τὴν ἀρχὴν éxeivey 
τῆς πρὸς αὐτοὺς ἔχοντες οἰκειότητος, ὅταν δὲ πταίσαντας ἴδωσιν, οὐδαμόδϑεν αὐτοῖς 
, Χ 9a.’ ΄ 2 \ > ~ > , a , 2 Sy ἀν 
προσήκειν λέγουσιν, οὐδ᾽ εἶναι δίκαιον ὀυδὲν αὐτοῖς εὐνοίας ἢ γένους, ἀλλὰ μετοίκους 
ἀλλοεννεῖς ἀποφαίνουσι ἑαυτούς. Antiq. ix. 14, § 8. : 


_ + Μολῦναι τὸν ἐν ᾿Ιεροσολύμοις νεὼν καὶ προσονομάσαι Διὸς ᾿Ολυμπίου, καὶ τὸν 
ἐν Ῥαριζεὶν, καϑ᾽ ὼς ᾿ετύγχανον οἱ τὸν τόπον οἰκοῦντες, Διὸς ξενίου. 
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strangers,” or, ‘according to the condition of the inhabitants of 
the place.” : 

But if a doubt still remains, whether these last testimonies re- 
specting themselves were not, in some degree, compulsory, and, 
should any persons be disposed still to attribute some weight to 
the expressions of the people respecting their Israelitish origin (for 
which there is so much the less ground, since their expressions do 
not serve to confirm the modern views of the Samaritans to their 
being a mixed people, but rather tend to support their pure Is- 
raelitish origin and their absolute identity with the Ten Tribes— 
the assertion of an Israelitish origin at one time, and a heathen origin 
at another, is contradictory, so that, even according to the modern 
view, they cannot be freed from the reproach of gross falsehood)— 
yet we shall certainly learn to give up a tenacious adherence to the 
pretended historical tradition, if, on looking somewhat more closely 
into the national character of the Samaritans, we perceive that a 
disposition to falsehood forms one of its leading features, and that 
this is shown particularly in that department to which these ex- 
pressions belong—ain whatever might serve to place them on a level 
with the Jews, and therefore to satisfy that tendency which is most 
intimately connected with their existence, and may be considered 
as the national characteristic, evincing itself to be such by surviv- 
ing every thing else, and still operating in the weak and pitiable 
remains of a nation on the verge of extinction. We would here 
adduce some few instances of mendacity employed for such an ob- 
ject ; others will be found in another connection in their proper 
place. It is generally known and admitted, that the Samaritans 
have changed the true reading /da/, in Deut. xxvii. 4, for Ge- 
rizzim, in order to secure reverence for their own sanctuary. 
(E1cHHorn, p. 647). For the aggrandizement of Mount Geriz- 
zim in opposition to Mount Zion, the legend about the holy ves- 
sels, said to have been buried there, has been made use of. The 
legend is very ancient ; the earliest traces of it appear as far back 
as the time when the claims to an Israelitish origin were first as- 
serted. In reference to the time of depositing these vessels, and 
the persons employed in the business, it has been variously re- 
ported. No sooner has one form of the story been shown to be 
palpably false, than it has been vamped in a different fashion. At 
first, Moses was made the prime agent; and indeed, if he had 
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buried the sacred vessels on Mount Gerizzim, a final blow would 
have been struck at the boasting of the Jews. According to Jo- 
sephus,* an impostor gained entrance among the Samaritans by 
promising, that he would show them the sacred vessels which had 
been buried there by Moses. But this fiction, which the impos- 
tor found made to his hand, and turned to his own advantage, 
was too gross ; 1t was in manifest contradiction to the Pentateuch, 
according to which, Moses never crossed the Jordan. ‘To support 
it, the monstrous assumption must be made, that Moses, to ac- 
complish this important business, entered the promised land some 
timé by stealth ; and so, at a later period, it was thought enough 
to maintain, that the secreting of the vessels was effected under the 
high priesthood of one Ozi, 360 years after the entrance of the Jews 
into Palestine. In this form, the story is found in ch. 42 of the 
Chronicon Samaritanum, (v. RELAND, De Monte Garizim, dis- 
sertatt.1.p.151). The history of Ozi is given there immediately 
before that of Eli. The main object, which was to give the delu- 
sive impression, that the Jews before the times of David and So- 
lomon had embraced a shadow instead of a goddess, was also, by 
this form of the legend, fully attained. But there was still another 
end, which offered, beside, a special secondary advantage ; as it 
would not only include snatching an advantage from their ad- 
versaries, and appropriating to themselves their hidden honours, 
but also vindicate their possession at the same period of those 
manifest ones, by which Judah attempted to justify her haughty 
contempt of the Samaritans. Thus also it was maintained, that 
the holy vessels had remained in possession of the Ten Tribes, who 
were identical with the Samaritans, until the time when they were 
carried into captivity ; that then the high priest Abijah hid them 
in Mount Gerizzim, but took the book of the law with him into 
captivity. In this form, we find the story in the same Chronicon 
Samaritanum. See Lampe on John iv. (vol. i. p. 746, Basil.) 
where the proposal of Reland to read in Josephus Ozi, for Moses, 
through a mistaken notion of the origin of the whole tradition, if 
we may so call a wilful deception, is properly rejected. The wor- 
ship on Gerizzim, the Samaritans maintain, was founded by Joshua, 





* , x τ € 4 ἐν ’ wn Ὁ , rhs ’ -ν 
παραγενομένοις δείξειν τὰ ἱερὰ σκεύη THOE κατορωρυγμένα, Μωυσέως τῇδε 
αὐτῶν ποιησαμένου κατάϑεσιν. Antiq. xviii. 4, § 1. 
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and first, under the priesthood of Eli, whom, as well as Samuel, 
they regard as a magician, the Jews separated from them (v. RE- 
LAND, Sam, d. p. 65, 87, 88.) To deprive the Jews of every 
distinction, they aver, that Salmanassar expelled the Jews as well 
as the Israelites from their native land, and gave it to a people 
from Persia. Nebuchadnezzar, king of the Persians, granted 
their return to the Jews and Samaritans or Israelites, and the for- 
mer went back to Jerusalem, and the latter to Gerizzim. (v. RE- 
LAND.) They represent their priests to be descendants of the 
celebrated Phinehas. They evade the demand for evidence, by an 
artifice to which they are much given. ‘They pretend that they 
had been deprived of the genealogical register kept by the Levites 
in the time of Hadrian. (v. Chron. Sam. c. 38, Reland p. 64.) 
The Samaritans boast with the greatest confidence of the posses- 
sion of a copy of the law, at the end of which stand the following 
words :—“ [, Abishua, son of Phinehas, the son of Eleazar, the 
son of Aaron the priest, completed this copy in the court of the 
tabernacle, in the thirteenth year of the settlement of the Israel- 
eles in the land of Canaan.” Huntington, when he visited the 
Samaritans, got hold of the manuscript, and looked it through. 
When he had come almost to the end, without finding the words, 
the Samaritans took the alarm, and began, of their own accord, 
to assure him that the words were really once there, but had been 
expunged by some evil-disposed person. Soon after that, they re- 
peated the same story, without fear or shame, in a letter to Job 
Ludolph. (vy. EtcHHorn, p. 599.) And even to the present day 
they keep up the same pretence, only taking good care never to 
put the manuscript imto any one’s hands. See Fisx’s Life, and 
Correspondence d Orient, by MicHaup; and PENJouat, vol. 
vi. p. 253. After these specimens, it cannot be doubtful who is 
right,—the honest Scuutz, who, in his “ Lettungen des Hiéch- 
sten, vol. iv. p. 869, assures us that he had learnt to know the 
Samaritans, whom he met in Antioch, to be liars and hypocrites ; 
or Bruns, who, in his essay on the Samaritans in Stiiudlin’s 
Beitridgen, p. 79, from partiality to his favourites, accuses him of 
falsehood. It is obvious that such a mode of proceeding must by 
degrees ruin the character of any people. 

Thus it appears, plainly enough, that the arguments to support 
the view of the Samaritans as a mixed people, which are derived 
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from themselves, are quite unsound; the historical evidence ob- 
tained from this quarter is worth nothing; so that, even sup- 
posing no important counter-evidence to be forthcoming, we can 
only speak of it as a possibility. 

If we enquire now for the testimonies of Jewish origin, we shall 
find among them, on nearer examination, not one which favours 
the existence of an Israelitish element among the Samaritans. 
The invitation to join in the Jewish worship, which Hezekiah sent 
to the remaining members of the 'Ten Tribes, is nothing to the pur- 
pose. For it happened in the time between the invasion of Sal- 
manassar, after which many Israelites returned to their desolated 
land, and many who had been left behind came out of their hid- 
ing places; and the invasion of Asarhaddon, by whom first the car- 
rying away of the Ten Tribes was completed, and the new heathen 
colonists were brought into the land (vy. Parti. p. 177, where also 
another assertion is refuted, that, under Josiah, the land was inha- 
bited by Israelites, who offered on the high places). Josias destroyed 
the high-places of the new-comers, and slew the priests of the high 
places, because he considered the land of the Ten Tribes, though 
no longer inhabited by them, to be still a part of the Holy 
Land, and held himself bound to purify it from idolatrous defile- 
ment. MAZADE, too (p. 48), appeals to Jeremiah xli. 5, accord- 
ing to which, eighty men of Shechem, Shiloh, and Samaria, came 
to Jerusalem, in order to present their offerings to Jehovah on the 
site of the destroyed temple, where, as it appears, Gedaliah had 
erected an altar. But if we more closely examine this narrative, 
it will appear that these eighty men were dispersed Jews, who 
now, when Gedaliah’s government promised them security, re- 
turned from their neighbouring places of refuge to Jerusalem. 
To mention only one thing, how otherwise can the circumstance 
mentioned in verse 8th be explained, that Ishmael spared the 
lives of ten of them, on receiving a promise of giving up to him 
their stores of wheat, barley, oil, and honey, that were concealed 
in the vicinity of Jerusalem ? 

The strongest positive proofs for the purely heathen origin of 
the Samaritans from the writings of the Old Testament—the 
facts that the new colonists, in 2 Kings xvii., appear as the only 
inhabitants of the land—that, according to v. 2, they requested an 
Israelitish priest from the king of Assyria, because there was no 
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one in the land who could furnish them even with the crudest 
notion of the way and method of worshipping the God of the 
country, have been adduced in Part i. (on Daniel.) We may add, 
that the prophets who lived after the destruction of the kingdom 
of the Ten Tribes, represent its members as completely carried away, 
and destined to return at a future period. See Jeremiah ui. 30. 
81; Zach. x. The fact, also, of the absolute refusal of all par- 
ticipation in rebuilding the temple, presupposes the purely heathen 
origin of the Samaritans. The Samaritans, if we admit their Is- 
raclitish origin, do not make the slightest allusion to the strongest 
of all reasons, to justify them taking a part in that work. They 
can only allege that they sought the God of the Jews, and had 
offered sacrifices to him from the days of Asarhaddon, the king 
of Assyria, who had brought them thither. ‘The chief men of the 
Jews answered them, ‘“‘ You have nothing to do with us to build 
an house unto our God, but we ourselves together will build to the 
Lord God of Israel.” Ezra iv. 3. Evidently this answer would 
have been quite unsuitable, had the Samaritans consisted for the 
greater part of the descendants of the Ten Tribes. ‘That the temple 
belonged to the God of Israel (not simply of Judah) would have 
rather served to support their suit. Had members of the kingdom 
of the Ten Tribes expressed such a wish, it would have been joy- 
fully granted. If such persons had turned to the Jewish worship, 
they would have been received with gladness. ‘The example of 
Hezekiah shows, that no means were left untried to induce them 
to return. The reunion of Israel and Judah is one of the most 
deeply cherished expectations of the prophets. If we proceed 
downwards to the times after the writings of the Old Testament, 
the oldest non-canonical book at once presents us with a testimony 
in favour of our view. Jesus, the son of Sirach, says, at the close 
of his book, ch. 1. v. 25, 26, “‘ There be two manner of nations 
which my heart abhorreth, and the third is no nation. They that 
sit upon the mountain of Samaria, and they that dwell among the 
Philistines, and that foolish people that dwell in Sichem.”* It is 
shown here very plainly how careful we should be with our criti- 
cism in books of which the explanation lies still in so imperfect a 





« 
. * Ἐν δυσὶν ἔϑνεσι προσώχϑισεν ἡ ψυχή μου, καὶ τὸ τρίτον οὐκ ἔστιν ἔϑνος. Οἱ κα- 
Shusvot ἐν ὄρει Σαμαρείας, καὶ Φυλιστιεὶμ, καὶ ὁ λαὸς ὁ μωρος ὁ κατοικῶν ἐν Σικίμοις. 
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state as the Apocrypha. (The Comment of Breitschneider on 
Jesus the son of Sirach, with all its prolixity, does not satisfy the 
most moderate demands). All the Greek manuscripts have ἐν 
ὄρει Σαμαρείας, and this reading is supported by the evident al- 
lusion to Amos iv. 1. Yet most critics, as DRusius, GRortius, 
CaLMET, (who remarks with great naiveté, “ Les exemplaires 
Grecs sout tous corrumpus en cet eudroit’), and BREITSCHNEI- 
DER, are disposed to read instead ἐν ὄρει Σηείρ ; but the remark 
of Breitschneider, following the course of the earlier opponents 
against the received reading, seems much more to confirm it; 
(Yapapevas, he says, aperte mendosum est, quum λαὸς ἐν 
Σικίμοις sint tidem Samaritant, qui igitur bis nominarentur), 
for it shows that the existence of the reading Σηείρ in the Latin 
version explains itself sufficiently from the same error, and a cri- 
tical conjecture occasioned by it. But the exposition will show, 
that Σαμαρείας is absolutely to be preferred, even if Σηείρ had 
equally strong external evidence in its favour. When Jesus the 
son of Sirach names three things, as he does here, as the object of 
his aversion or his love, his attention is always peculiarly directed 
to the third, and the two first serve only as a foundation, or as 
the lower round of the ladder by which he ascends to the topmost. 
This is evidently the case in ch. xxv. 1, 2. “ An old adulterer 
that doteth” is what the author has chiefly in view, for there is a 
longer reference to the same in v. 83-6. ‘Thus also in ch. xxvii. 1. 
So we have also here not a simple succession of objects, but a 
climax ; still more hateful than blacksliding Israel with their wor- 
ship of the calves—more hateful than even the Philistines with 
their open enmity agaist God and his people, is to me that hypo- 
critical race of the Samaritans.* ‘This expression stands very 
appropriately just at the end of the whole, after the wish for the 
welfare of Israel, from which the false seed is here excluded; so 
that to assert, as LINDE does, that both these verses are misplaced, 
is evidently wrong. Paul's anathema at the end of the first Epistle 
to the Corinthians (xvi. 22), on those who do not love the Lord 





* Compare ch. xlvii. 21. γενέσϑαι δίχα τυραννίδα, καὶ ἐξ ᾿Εφραὶμ ἄρξαι Bact- 
λείαν ἀπειϑῆ,ν. 23. ᾿Ιεροβοὰμ ὃς ἐξήμαρτε τὸν ᾿Ισραὴλ καὶ ἔδωκε τῷ ᾿Εφραὶμ 
ὁδὸν ἁμαρτίας, v.24. Καὶ ἐπληϑύνϑδησαν αἱ αμαρτίαι αὐτῶν σφόδρα, αποστῆσαι 
αὑτοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς αὐτῶν, V. 25. Καὶ πᾶσαν πονηρὶαν ἐξεζήτησαν, ἕως ἐκδίκησις 
ἔλϑῃ ἐπ᾽ αὐτούς... 
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Jesus Christ, in connection with the wish for blessing and grace 
on all those who are in Christ Jesus, is analogous to it, though in 
a higher sphere ; and in a lower sphere, the formula in an Arabic 
manuscript of the Samaritan Pentateuch is analogous. ‘“ Deus 
Hammis acternis addicat animam Samaritani qui ad Judaeos 
defecerit’ (v. De Sacy, De Versione Sam. Arab. Pent.in Eichhorn’s 
Bibl. x. p. 32). The passage in Jesus, the son of Sirach, 1s in 
several respects confirmatory of our view. 1. The inhabitants of 
the mountain of Samaria, the Israelites, are here represented as 
perfectly distinct from the people who dwell in Sichem, the Sama- 
ritans. 2. The climax is conceivable only on the supposition of the 
entirely heathen origin of the Samaritans; (i.) Israel that acted as if 
it were Not-Israel (Nichtisrael) ; Gi.) Not-Israel that openly acted as 
such; (iii.) Not-Israel that acted as if it were Israel. 3. In the ov« 
ἔστιν ἔθνος and ὁ λαὸς ὁ μωρός, there is a plain allusion to Deu- 
teronomy Xxxil. 21, porss ba: sa oy xba ΝΌΟΝ ass, “T will move them 
to jealousy with [those which are] not a people; I will provoke them 
to anger with a foolish nation.” Jesus, the son of Sirach, could 
only consider this prophecy relating to the heathen, as being ful- 
filled through the Samaritans, in whom he saw a punishment for 
Israel, if he held them to be heathens. Ch. xlviii. 15 is also to 
be considered, according to which the Israelites had been com- 
pletely carried away, and only the smaller part of the covenanted 
people, Judah, were left behind. The passage in 2 Maccab. vi. 2 
we have already quoted. Josephus is everywhere consistent in 
maintaining the purely heathen ongin of the Samaritans; see 
Antiq. x. 9, § 7, where the entire carrying away of the Israelites, 
and the occupation of the whole land by heathen colonists, erro- 
neously attributed by him to Salmanassar, is asserted (ix. 14, § 3; 
xi. 8, ὃ 6; xii. 5,§ 5). The name of Cutheans, generally pre- 
valent in his time, and commonly used in the Talmud, is an evi-. 
dence of the same thing (xi. 4, § 4, &c.). 

If we turn now to the New Testament, to see how far our Lord 
and his Apostles participated in the prevailing Jewish view, we 
are met at once by the passage in Matt. x. 5, 6, “‘ Go not into the 
way of the Gentiles, and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye 
not; but go rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel.” How- 
ever low the current estimation of the Samaritans might be, it is 


plain from remarks such as those of Liicke (v. Joh. i. 511) on 
Ε 
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this passage, that our Lord, in sending out the Twelve, indulged 
the existing prejudice. As a matter of course, the declaration of 
our Lord, which he made in conversing with the Canaanitish 
woman (xv. 24, “I am not sent but unto the lost sheep of the 
house of Israel,” and ver. 26, “It is not meet to take the children’s 
bread and cast it to dogs,”) must likewise be taken as mere ac- 
commodation. The correct view is to be found in most of the 
older expositors, as for instance in Calvin, who remarks that the 
command of our Saviour is founded on the covenant which God 
made with Israel: tunc ipsos solos deus in sua familia cenesbat, 
guum alii essent extranei. Israel had a claim by grace on the 
benefits of the Messiah’s kingdom ; that is, after the promise had 
been given to that people by grace, that covenant which came to 
a full completion by imparting these benefits—the Divine justice 
required this impartation; God, the Holy One of Israel, would 
have violated his attribute of holiness had he not made his promise 
good. With respect to the Heathens, however, a participation in 
these blessings was an act of pure and absolute grace. This rela- 
tion between the two occasioned the different position which our 
Lord assumes to them. To do justice to his covenant, the Gos- 
pel of the kingdom was first announced, and the kingdom offered, 
to the Jews. During the days of his flesh, the Saviour satisfied 
himself with prophetic intimations of the wider extension of his 
salvation in after times. What he did in particular cases towards 
this extension, urged by the faith of persons out of the Israelitish 
pale, must be regarded as prophesying by action, as an embodying 
of verbal prophecy. If our Lord here places the Samaritans on a 
level with the Heathen, as not the objects of the apostolic com- 
mission, and sets in opposition to them “the house of Israel” as 
its only proper object, so that it might be said of the former, what 
the Apostle says of the Heathen, Eph. 11. 12, that they were “with- 
out Christ, being aliens from the commonwealth of Israel, and 
strangers from the covenants of promise, having no hope, and 
without God in the world ;” he expresses, as plainly as possible, 
that he regarded the Samaritan assertion of their Israelitish origin 
as mere pretence. That the Apostles were not appointed merely 
for Judah alone was already shown by their being twelve in num- 
ber, representing the twelve tribes. ‘The injunction of our Lord 
to his disciples not to enter into any city of the Samaritans, proves 
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that he did not consider this people as forming a part of the δωδε- 
κάφυλον. This same view of the Samaritans is also plainly im- 
plied in our Lord’s words in Luke xvii. 18, “ There are not found 
that are returned to give glory to God save this stranger ;” the 
Samaritan is here designated a stranger, (ἀλλογενής) one who 
was not of the seed of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 

But in relation to the subject before us, the passage in John 
iv. 22, is of peculiar importance, where the Lord, in conversing 
with the woman of Samaria, says, ‘Ye worship ye know not what; 
we know what we worship, for salvation is of the Jews.” How 
unintelligible this passage is according to the modern view of the 
Samaritans, is most clearly shown by Liicke, when he broadly 
asserts that Jesus passed through Samaria in order to scatter 
among the Samaritans the sced of the Gospels—“ perhaps also in 
order to wean his disciples gradually from the prevailing prejudice 
against a people who had an equal right to the Messiah's king- 
dom, and were not without susceptibility for it.” According to him, 
the meaning of this declaration was: the Samaritan religion com- 
pared with the Jews, is unintelligent, because among them the idea 
of the Messiah is far less distinctly formed than among the Jews. 
But the idea of the Messiah is in this statement imperceptibly sub- 
stituted for the salvation of the Messiah; and it is only in refer- 
ence to the latter that the ὅτι, “for,” is admissible. Add to this, 
that the relatively inferior development of the idea of the Messiah 
among the Samaritans (though, as this narrative shows, they were 
not far behind the Jews in this respect, but had, on the contrary, 
drawn largely from their fulness), was not at all suited to form the 
basis of a general reproach of unacquaintedness with the object 
and nature of religion, of ignorance in reference to the universal 
relation of men to God. Would the Lord have said the same 
things of the Patriarchs, whose ideas of the Messiah were certainly 
inferior in distinctness to those of the Samaritans, who had en- 
larged the former revelations by what had flowed to them from the 
Jews? Lampe admirably remarks on the design of the whole 
expression *—“ Before the true light arose upon her, it was needful 
to convince her of her own darkness, and to humble her on ac- 





* “De tenebris suis debebat convinci, antequam vera lux ei exoriretur et humiliari 
propter suam indignitatem, antequam redemtor mundi ei innotesceret.” 
F2 


84 SAMARITAN COPY OF THE PENTATEUCH. 


count of her unworthiness, before the Redeemer of the world made 
himself known to her.” The Samaritans thought that, in order to 
partake in the God of Israel, it was enough to reverence him ; 
the Lord here deprives them of that fond notion; he denies that 

they possessed any real knowledge of the great object of religion — 
—God ; and since this real knowledge is a necessary consequence 
of the revelation of God, he denies that they had any glory of 
God among them, any occupancy of their temple and of their 
hearts by the fulness of his presence; he marks them as being 
like the Heathen ‘‘ without God in the world.” The reason of 
this—that their religion was entirely subjective, and therefore tan- 
tamount to none at all, and their devotion self-derived, an ἐθέλο- 
θρησκεία, “ will-worship,” is expressed in the words, “for salvation 
is of the Jews.” If it be certain that the salvation of the Messiah 
did not proceed from the Jews and Samaritans jointly, but from 
the Jews alone, which the Saviour had already indicated by the 
ἡμεῖς, “we,” by which he placed himself and the Jews on one 
side, and the Samaritans on the other, it is equally certain that 
the Samaritans did not belong to the kingdom of God to which 
this salvation descended—not to the seed of Abraham, Isaac, and 
Jacob, from whom the blessing, the σωτηρία, was to go forth 
over all the families of the earth ; and if this be certain, the Sama- 
ritans could not have a share in the operations of the Divine 
grace, by which alone a true knowledge of God can be obtained, 
for these operations are a privilege of the members of the kingdom 
of God. If this sense of the passage be undeniably the correct 
one, it stands in direct opposition to the pretensions of the Sama- 
ritans. The Saviour would never have denied all essential know- 
ledge of God to the Ten Tribes, would never have excluded them 
from a participation in the kingdom of God, and from belonging to 
those ἐξ ὧν ὁ Χριστός, “of whom Christ came.” In Israel,even dur- 
ing the most corrupt times, there was always a nucleus, an ἐκλογή, 
a λεῖμμα κατ᾽ ἐκλογὴν χάριτος, Rom. xi. 5. Among the Sama- 
ritans this was wholly wanting. Whatever of true piety was found 
among them, was always within the limits of the fear of God, deer 

δαιμονία, and was merely a modification of heathen piety, with 
which it always_remained on a level till Christ. broke down the 
wall of partition. This serves to explain the vacillation of the 
Samaritans, their inability to suffer for their religion, their incli- 
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nation to everything which savoured of free thinking, so that every 
unbelieving tendency which arose among the Jews found a ready 
acceptance with them, and they ever went just as far as the most 
enlightened among the Jews, but certainly no further, since they 
were afraid of thereby putting weapons into their adversaries 
hands against themselves. ‘They spoke the truth not quite un- 
consciously, when in their letter to Antiochus Epiphanes they 
stated, in wonderful agreement with our Lord’s expression, that 
their fathers had built ἀνώνυμον ἐν τῷ Tapifelv ὄρει tepov; the 
feeling was active within them, that the God, about whom they 
troubled themselves so much, was, with all their boasting of his 
nearness, at a distance from them, that he was no Θεὸς ἐναργής, 
ἐπιφανής, that he had merely a traditionary name, not one which 
was expressive of his living presence. 

But, if we enter deeper into the meaning and significance of 
Christ’s conversation with the Samaritan woman, his language in 
the 17th and 18th verses (“ Thou hast well said, I have no hus- 
band; for thou hast had five husbands, and he whom thou now 
hast is not thy husband, in that saidst thou truly,”) furnishes also 
evidence in favour of our view. It redounds not to the honour of 
orthodox expositors that Strauss (Leben Jesu, Part 1. p. 519) 
first called attention to the symbolical meaning of the whole trans- 
action with the Samaritan woman, which has nothing in common 
with the wild allegorical exposition of the section as it is found in 
Origen, Augustine, and Bede, and which does not shake but con- 
firm the historical truth of the transaction, without which indeed it 
can hardly be defended against its adversaries. Also here the inju- 
rious influence of neglecting the Old ‘Testament, with its figurative 
character, its symbolical actions, is shown, which has prevented the 
deeper understanding of so many discourses and acts of Christ, 
particularly those recorded by John. The Samavitan woman is a 
representative of the Samaritan people, and on that account is 
designated by the quite general term Sapapeitis. What our Lord 
said to her, was said to the people, as represented by her. Jesus 
sits at Jacob's well — the Samaritan woman comes to draw water 
—what more admirable material image of spiritual relations can 
be imagined ? Salvation comes from the Jews—Jesus is the dis- 
penser of salvation—it goes through him from the Jews to the Sama- 
ritans. The words, “ Give me to drink,” from a comparison with 





86 SAMARITAN COPY OF THE PENTATEUCH. 


verse 10, appears to refer more to Christ's spiritual thirst after 
the water of faith in the Samaritans, than to his bodily thirst 
after the water drawn by the woman. The living water that he 
especially desired he would himself first give, and then drink 
of the fountain he had created. If he had been concerned about 
earthly water, he would not immediately have relinquished this 
desire, after he had led the woman from corporeal to spiritual 
things. The object of Christ could not have been to call forth 
instant success among the Samaritans. Had that been his in- 
tention, how could the Lord, in v. 35, say that the Apostles 
would be first sent forth as reapers into the fields, which were 
already ripe for harvest ? How could it be explained that the 
Lord was satisfied with this single visit—that he never again 
made an attempt to prosecute the work he had begun — that he 
expressly forbade his Apostles to enter the land of the Samari- 
tans, for the purpose of publishing the gospel there? All this 
leads us to the conclusion, that the event had a prophetic cha- 
racter, that it was a shadow of things to come, a type and 
image of what should result from the exaltation of Christ, when 
he would draw all men to him. As, then, everything which is 
to happen from the exaltation to the second coming of Christ, 
became indicated, portrayed, represented by his first appear- 
ance, which pointed in no respect to something purely future, but 
throughout gave a visible pledge to faith. But on the sup- 
position that the salvation of the woman was the highest and 
best object of Christ, the method and way in which he conducted 
this interview can barely be understood or justified. How was 
it that, instead of impressively turning her attention on herself, 
he entered so deeply with her into the question on the relation 
between the Jews and Samaritans, of which the solution lay far 
beyond her horizon? How came he to lavish on her that sub- 
lime aphorism, ‘“‘ God is a spirit, and they that worship him 
must worship him in spirit and in truth?” How came he to 
meet her with the open avowal that he was the Messiah, while 
on other occasions he was so solicitous to obtrude on no one 
the recognition of his Messiahship? If the act was a symbo- 
lical one —if it bore a prophetic character—then the confession 
and acknowledgment of Jesus asthe Messiah must be introduced. 
‘The necessary conclusion of the event was this — we know that 
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this is truly the Saviour of the world, the Christ. How deep 
this recognition went was almost a matter of indifference ; 
Christ must have seen the state of the heart in those who 
confessed him, and called that forth hastily which he otherwise 
would have allowed to develope itself agreeably to nature, and 
slowly. But especially the 16th-18th verses (“ Jesus saith 
unto her, go, call thy husband, and come hither. The woman 
answered and said, I have no husband. Jesus said unto her, 
Thou hast well said, I have no husband. For thou hast had 
five husbands, and he whom thou now hast is not thy husband : 
in that saidst thou truly’), serve to confirm our mode of inter- 
pretation. It would otherwise be extremely difficult to point 
out the true object and meaning of the expression, “ Go, call 
thy husband.” For the woman, considered as an individual, this 
command could only be intended to lead to the statement that 
follows of her domestic relations, and, by this proof of a higher 
intelligence, to prepare her for acknowledging the Messiahship 
of Jesus. But this cannot have been the only object. Our Lord 
never reveals his supernatural power and insight in an unimpor- 
tant and indifferent manner. According to our mode of inter- 
pretation, the matter stands thus: the request of the woman— 
“Sir, give me this water, that I thirst not,” taken spiritually, 
and referred to her people, could only be realized when “a 
woman compassed a man” — (Jeremiah xxxi. 22. Compare 
Christologie, part 11., p. 567)—when want should come into 
contact with fulness—weakness with strength. Whenever now 
a soul repeats this request, “Give me this water that I thirst 
not,” the answer of Christ still is, ‘Go call thy husband.” The 
woman answers, “1 have no husband.” By the Divine guidance 
the higher relations of her people are portrayed in her inferior re- 
lations, and on this very account she is chosen by Christ as the 
national representative. She had had five husbands, and he whom 
she now had was not her husband; he had not thought her worthy 
to be united to him in wedlock. And thus, also, her people. They 
had, in earlier times, entered into a five-fold spiritual marriage 
with their idols; this marriage was dissolved ; the people sought 
for a marriage with Jehovah, but this was refused, because they 
did not belong to Israel. Thus interpreted, the expression, “ he 
whom thou hast is not thy husband,” corresponds exactly with 
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‘ye worship ye know not what,’ in ver. 22; and ver. 19, which, 
according to the common interpretation, appears quite unconnected 
with what goes before, now comes into closest connection with it, 
and serves, partly as a commentary, partly as a continuation of 
the idea, ‘Call thy husband.” “1 have no husband.” 1, the 
Messiah, after removing the barriers which hitherto have ex- 
cluded Samaria from communion with the true God, will be- 
come -thy husband. ‘Those persons who are ready to reject at 
once all deeper investigation of God’s Word, as insipid and 
trifling, will perhaps be a little more cautious if they take into 
consideration the remarkable agreement of ‘‘ thou hast had five 
husbands,” with 2 Kings xvi. 24. In that passage we are 
informed that the king of Assyria brought colonists from ex- 
actly five nations—from Babylon, Cuthah, Ava, Hamath, and 
Sepharvaim, and caused them to settle in the towns of Samaria; 
and each of these five nations had their peculiar Deity, or, ac- 
cording to the language of the ancient east, their husband. (Ver, 
31.)* This similarity of the relations of the people and of the 
woman is indeed too remarkable altogether to be disregarded 
without levity. As to the inferences from the word, “ΗΘ whom 
thou now hast is not thy husband,” we may refer to what has been 
already remarked on ver. 22. That the expression, ‘‘ thou hast 
had five husbands,” implies the purely heathen origin of the Sa- 
maritans is quite evident. 

Let us proceed now from our Lord to his Apostles. How is it 
to be explained, that John, in this narrative, has, imstead of 
Sichem, the term Svyap or Συχὰρ ἡ The two current explana- 
tions are both inadmissible. We can neither admit with RELAND 
(de Monte Gerizim, p. 145), and others, that Sichar, originally 
a Jewish misrepresentation, in allusion to the word =p», falsehood, 
by degrees became so much in use that the nickname supplanted 
the real name; for if this were so, the nickname would certainly 
occur in other passages ; nor with Lucxe, that the alteration was 
accidental, for all analogy is wanting. Nothing remains, then, 
but to admit that the term 2vyap belongs to John himself; that, 
by a slight alteration, he made the name expressive of the fact. 





* Οἱ δὲ μετοικισϑέντες εἰς τὴν Σαμάρειαν Χουδϑαϊοι---καστοι κατὰ ἔσνος ἴδιον 
Sedv εἰς τὴν Σαμάρειαν κομίσαντες --- πέντε δ᾽ ἦσαν---καὶ τούτους καϑὼς ἦν πάτριον 
αὐτοῖς σεβόμενοι. κ. τ. X., Josephus Antiq. ix. 14, § 3. 
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This is not so very different from John’s peculiar style, as many 
may perhaps suppose. We only need to recollect his designation 
of himself, as the disciple “whom Jesus loved,” ὃν ἠγάπα ὁ 
᾿Ιησοῦς, an evident allusion to his name John, (Jesus being = 
Jehovah), in which he perceives a prophecy which was fulfilled in 
his relation to Christ ; such passages, also, as x1. 51, xix. 36. 
Moreover, he had a large number of Old ‘Testament analogies be- 
fore him, of places where the nomina vana, as Curtius calls all 
those names which do not correspond to the thing, were changed 
into nomina realia. Thus Hosea calls Bethel profaned by the 
worship of the calves, Bethaven, iv. 15, v. 8, x. 5. See Amos 
ver. 5; Gesen. Thes. p. 51. Soin 2 Kingsi. 2. ‘nar bya, Do- 
minus habitationis celestis = vzvn >v3, 15 changed into 2:1 59s, 
the Lord of flies, a Walter Havenought, or a John Lackland ; 
the singular explanation Deus muscarum averruncus, which as- 
sumes that the Philistines believed that they needed the Divine 
uid merely against flies—that their religious sentiment was only 
developed to meet this emergency (see LE CLERC on the passage, 
and GrESENIUS, T’hes. p. 225), ought, long ago, to have been 
consigned to oblivion. Thus, in 2 Kings xxii. 13, the Mount 
of Olives is, by a slight alteration, called rneen on, the Mount 
of Corruption, i a connection which mentions the idolatrous 
worship carried on there. ‘Thus the name of Saul’s youngest son, 
Eshbaal (a man of Baal), is changed, in 2 Sam. 11. 8, into [sH- 
BOSHETH (a man of shame), (see MoveRS on Chronicles, Ὁ. 157). 
If John had merely had to narrate the journey of Jesus through 
Sichem, he would doubtless have used the common name; to 
have done otherwise would have been Jewish—but thus the pro- 
per name—the name Sichar, the compendium of ὑμεῖς προσκυνεῖτε 
ὃ οὐκ oldaTe—serves as a preparation for what follows; the arro- 
gance of the Samaritan woman, and the repulse given to it by 
Jesus ; as Hosea comprehends everything which he had to say 
against the worship of the calves at Bethel, in the name Bethaven; 
as the author of the Book of Kings, by the mere alteration in the 
name, expresses his judgment on the conduct of the King of Is- 
racl, and exposes all his folly. But if John marks the whole Sa- 
maritan character as false and deceitful, it is impossible that he 
could haye thought the assertion of an Israclitish origin to be 
correct. 
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Paul says, in his speech before Agrippa, Acts xxvi. 6, 7, ‘‘ And 
now I stand and am judged for the hope of the promise made of 
God unto our fathers: unto which promise our twelve tribes (τὸ 
δωδεκάφυλον), instantly serving God night and day, hope to 
come.” From this passage it is plain, that the twelve tribes, τὸ 
δωδεκάφυλον, were equivalent to Jews, ᾿Ιουδαῖοι, that Israel con- 
tinued to exist in Judah, not in the Samaritans. The Gospel was 
first preached in Samaria, in consequence of the dispersion of the 
believers by the persecution in Jerusalem. Peter and John were 
sent to them, in answer to whose prayers they received the Holy 
Ghost. Acts vii. 14, 15. 

One marked difference, however, existed between the Heathen 
and the Samaritans, which was even impressed on the Jews, with all 
their glowing hatred against the Samaritans. Lightfoot, on Matt. x. 
5, quotes a passage from the Talmud, in which the question is dis- 
cussed, whether the Samaritans are heathen ; one party maintains, 
the other denies it. ‘To the Apostles, whose mental vision was not 
darkened by passion, this difference was very clear Peter, in re- 
ference to the Samaritans, had no scruples ; but a Divine commu- 
nication was needed to remove his scruples respecting the Heathen. 
Acts x. 28. Our Lord’s language, in Acts i. 8, agrees with this : 
“Ye shall be witnesses unto me, both in Jerusalem and in all 
Judea, and in Samaria, and unto the uttermost part of the earth.” 
Here the Samaritans occupy the middle place between the Jews 
and the Heathen. 

But this difference, which comparatively cannot be considered 
very important, is not at all founded on the Israelitish descent of 
the Samaritans, but rests only on the relation in which the Sama- 
ritans, for several centuries, had already stood to the God of Is- 
rael. Although, according to the leading features of their charac- 
ter, their religion was but subjective, yet it is not said, that the 
God of Israel had left himself wholly without witness among them; 
and exactly because their relation to him was not purely one-sided, 
they formed a connecting link between Israel and the Heathen. 


If we have succeeded in establishing our point, (and the non- 
Jewish physiognomy of the Samaritans (v. RaumEr’s Paléstina, 
p- 115) may be adduced in its favour), it cannot be denied, that 
the foundation of the evidence from the existence of the Samaritan 
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Pentateuch is shaken. The notion of its transference from the 
kingdom of the Ten Tribes to the Samaritans is now out of all 
question. It can only be made a question whether the Samari- 
tans obtained the Pentateuch from the Israelites who were carried 
captive, or from the Jews. That the latter view is to be rejected, 
on the ground of the animosity that existed between the Samari- 
tans and the Jews, can only be maintained from a misapprehen- 
sion of the origin of the former, and an incorrect conception of 
that animosity. 

The primary cause of the animosity of the Jews towards the 
Samaritans was the unfounded claim they made to belong to the 
people of God, so that, instead of longing, as individuals, to be 
received into their communion, (in which case, that would not 
have been refused to them which was forced on the Idumeeans), 
they maintained that, as a people, they had a right to a partici- 
pation in the kingdom of God—that they formed not a less self- 
subsisting part of it than Judah—that they stood, in every respect, 
on an equality with them, and, latterly, in a far higher position. 
The chief cause of the animosity of the Samaritans against the 
Jews was, that the latter would not acknowledge the justice of 
their pretensions. Hence, it was a necessary consequence, that 
the Jews avoided borrowing anything from the Samaritans, which 
must have been so much more easy for them, the less there could 
be found among the Samaritans to excite their cupidity ; and the 
Samaritans eagerly borrowed from the Jews, as far as they could 
do so, without furnishing them thereby with weapons against 
themselves. In proportion as they conformed themselves to the 
people of God, so much more plausible became their pretensions 
to belong to them. But they felt more inclined to borrow in 
proportion as their religious character became weaker and more 
dependent, with which their origin was closely connected, and the 
more insignificant their intellectual culture, and especially their 
theology, which had only one point peculiar to themselves, the jus- 
tification of the worship on Gerizzim, which they tried to effect 
awkwardly enough. Nothing could allay the animosity of the 
Jews; but that ofthe Samaritans diminished as soon as they were 
met with a degree of friendly recognition. 

The correctness of this view is supported by all the facts of 
history. The opinion of those who assert that the Samaritans 
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stood entirely aloof from the Jews in religious matters, is contra- 
dicted by their desire to take a part in rebuilding the temple. 
There is also the fact, that they were eager to receive the priest 
Manasseh, and to invest him with the highest priestly dignity ; 
that in Judea any thing similar should occur to a Samaritan was 
an utter impossibility. Such was the secret respect they had for 
the Jews, that no individual who came from among them was too 
bad for them. Josephus says (xi. 8, ὃ 7), “ If any one was guilty 
at Jerusalem of eating forbidden food, or of violating the Sabbath, 
or of any other such offence, he fled to the Sichemites.”* These 
very numerous Jewish deserters, whose chief residence was the 
civil and religious centre of the nation, constituted the principal 
channel through which much that was Jewish flowed to the Sa- 
maritans.t A second channel was opened by the meeting of the 
Jews and Samaritans in Egypt, especially at Alexandria (v. Eich- 
horn i. 451.) 

So absolute was the dependence of the Samaritans on the Jews, 
that they had not the capacity to mvent the falsehoods by which 
they endeavoured to conceal their origin and justify their worship, 
and in general to maintain their national reputation, but almost 
entirely availed themselves of Jewish traditions, with some slight 
alteration. On this subject HoTrinGer has observed, in his Hx- 
ercitationes Antimoriniane, p. 72, Quaecungue antiguitus in 
honorem legis Mosaice aut reipublice Judaice commemorat, ea 
sacrilege statim sibi vindicant Samaritant. Hopy, likewise, 
in his work, De Bibliorum teatibus origg. p. 123, says, Sic alia, 
gue referunt Judaei de seipsis splendida sibi ipsts arrogare 
solent Samaritani, qualia sunt, que habes apud Josephum de 
Alexandro M. Hierosolyma veniente : que eadem narrant Sa- 
marite de urbe sua Neapolis. Sichem. The striking passage from 
the Samaritan Chronicle of Abulphatac is then quoted. We dis- 
cover the sources of the variously told Samaritan tradition of the 
burying of the holy vessels mentioned in Mace. ii. 4, compared with 





ἘΞ Ei δέ τις αἰτίαν ἔσχε παρὰ τοις ᾿Ιεροσολυμίταις Kowopayias, ἢ τῆς ἐν τοῖς 
σαββάτοις παρανομίας ἤ τινος ἄλλου τοιούτου ἁμαρτήματος παρὰ τοὺς Σικιμίτας 
ἔφευγε. Ν 

1 Σαμαρεῖται μητρόπολιν τότε τὴν Σίκιμα ἔχουτες, κειμένην πρός τῷ Γαριζεὶν 
ὄρει καὶ κατωκημένην ὑπὸ τῶν ἀποστατῶν τοῦ ᾿Ιουδαΐων ἔσνους, Joseph. Antiq. xi. 
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other Jewish accounts in RELAND, De Gerizim, p. 157. 'The Sama- 
ritans have merely taken the slight trouble of altering the name of 
the person who found them, and the place where they were con- 
cealed. 

And their conduct has been the same in reference to doctrines, 
as to historical traditions. We find also those Old Testament 
doctrines in a finished form among the Samaritans, such as that 
of the resurrection, and the Messiah, which, in the Pentateuch, 
are only presented with such slight intimations that they could 
hardly be drawn from that alone. What remains, then, but to 
suppose that the Samaritans received these doctrines from the 
Jews—a supposition which is confirmed by the striking agreement 
of their dogmatical expressions with those of the Jews, especially 
the Alexandrian. The name Messiah, founded on Ps. τ. and 
Daniel ix., which was already current among them in the time of 
Christ, appears as a testimony against them. That they felt this 
will account for their not having ventured to write the name in 
full, in the letter to their supposed brethren in England, but put- 
ting merely a»; and in general their whole mystery-making with 
the doctrine of the Messiah rests for certain upon this ground. 
See Gresentus, De Samarit. Theologia. p. 42. The scruple 
about pronouncing the holy name Jehovah passed over to them 
from the Jews, and likewise the substitution for it of ssw — xen, 
(v. ReELanp, De Sam. p. 32, as well as the Jewish fable of the 
Shem-hamphorash, i ch. u. of the Samaritan Chronicon, Rr- 
LAND, p. 31). Moses receives a command from God to consecrate 
Joshua, and to impart to him the name per quod profligarentur 
exercitus et gentes innumere. In ch. xvi. of the Chronicon (v. 
RELAND, p. 37), it is narrated that the precious stone on the 
breast-plate of the high priest, on which the name of Judah 
was engraved, changed colour after Achan’s transgression. The 
same fiction is found among the Jews (JOSEPHUS, 11. 9), and 
passed from them not only to the Samaritans, but even to the 
Mahometans. The Samaritan lturgies contain the Rabinical 
fable of the inscription of the Law on tables of stone with a fiery 
finger. (GESEN. p. 28.) The designation of God as Lord of the 
World, is borrowed from the Jews, directly or indirectly through 
the medium of the Arabians. (RELAND, p. 34.) Everything 
among the Jews which was of a free-thinking tendency was 
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eagerly received by them. Thus they adopted the Sadducean 
doctrine of angels : angels were not separate personalities, but mere 
powers proceeding out of God and returning to him. (RELAND, 
p- 22.) Gesenius indeed asserts, Relandum in doctrina de 
angelis subtilius egisse, quam verius. But Reland has never 
asserted that the Samaritans doubted the existence of angels, but 
only their personality, and the passages quoted by Gesenius prove 
nothing in favour of the latter. But if the personality of angels 
is acknowledged by the later Samaritans, this only shows that in 
their reassumption of this doctrine they copied the example of the 
Jews, among whom, in later times, the Sadducean view is treated 
as absolutely heretical. As they never took a greater licence than 
was set them an example by those of the Jews who went farthest, 
they might be disposed to retrace their steps, since here they were 
forsaken by their guides. In rejecting the account of the partial 
denial of the resurrection by the Samaritans, Reland and others 
have been far too precipitate. ‘The later decided adhesion to 
this doctrine by the Samaritans does not amount to proof. As 
the denial of the resurrection found acceptance among the Jews, 
it is from the first highly probable that it also spread among the 
Samaritans, and was maintained by them as long as it had parti- 
zans among the Jews. The strong tendency of the Samaritans 
to a free mode of thinking, and, at the same time, their great 
dependence on the Jews in indulging it, appears from their 
anxiety, after the pattern of the Alexandrian Jews, to remove 
or soften everything anthropomorphic or anthropopathic. (GE- 
SENIUS, p. 7.) 

The Samaritans possessed a threefold translation of the Penta- 
teuch, a Greek, a Samaritan, and an Arabic version. Not one of 
these versions is an independent production of their own ; all three 
serve to show their dependence on the Jews. 

The Greek version is cited by the Greek scholiast in a mul- 
titude of passages, which are quoted by Hottinger, p. 30, under 
the name of τὸ Σ᾽ αμαρειτικόν. Its existence is also pledged by 
the assertion of EprpHANIuS, that Symmachus prepared a new 
edition of his version, in opposition to the Samaritan version. 
(Compare Montraucon, Prelim. in Hex. p. 19). But though 
there are reasons for admitting the existence of a Samaritan- 
Greek version, we have not equal evidence of its independence. 
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The Fathers speak of different versions of Symmachus, and 
it is most probable that he altered his translation only in a 
few passages, at a later period. (Montfaucon, p. 54.) Thus 
it 1s with the alleged double translation of Aquilla. Theodo- 
tion commonly follows the Septuagint. There are many pro- 
bable reasons, which are given in EICHHORN (1. 558), for believ- 
ing that the Samaritan-Greek version was formed in the same 
way, and that it is only the Alexandrian version, altered in a few 
passages, bearing the same relation to it as the Samaritan ori- 
ginal text to the Hebrew. In Origen’s time, a complete Greek- 
Samaritan version, different from the Septuagint, could hardly 
have existed, or Origen would not have omitted it in his Hex- 
apla. But that, at that time, the Samaritans had long made 
use of a Greek version, cannot be doubted; the need of such a 
one was not less pressing for them than for the Jews; or rather 
it was more so. Moreover, if we compare the scattered frag- 
ments of the Samaritan version with the Alexandrian, they ap- 
pear evidently to be related to the latter; the differences are so 
trifling, that, ike those of the Hebrew-Samaritan Pentateuch, 
they appear only as various readings; explanations of unusual 
expressions, by more common ones, attempts to bring the trans- 
lation nearer to the Hebrew text, supposed emendations, «ec. 
(v. specimens in ErcHHorN). But probability is raised to cer- 
tainty by a passage in the Samaritan Chronicle of Abulphatac, 
quoted by Hopy, p. 128. Ptolemy Philadelphus, it is there 
said, had sent for Samaritan learned men, as well as Jewish, to 
Alexandria, and had commissioned both to translate the Torah 
from their text. After their task was completed, he gave the 
preference to the Samaritan version, and thus that which the 
Jews had prepared from their text was suppressed. ‘The es- 
sential identity of the Alexandrian version, and the Yapapecte- 
Kov, is assumed in this account. This the Samaritans cannot 
deny ; but they now make the desperate attempt to invert their 
position, to claim for themselves the honour of completing the 
whole translation, and assert that it was borrowed from them by 
the Jews. That this attempt has succeeded with some, is one 
of the numerous examples of a glaring want of critical sagacity 
im a critical age. EIcHHORN (p. 452) is of opinion that it 
cannot be decided by external evidence whether the Alexandrian 
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version belongs to the Jews or to the Samaritans; both parties 
claim the credit of it, but both have indulged in such palpable 
falsehoods, that neither can be taken on their word ; but the in 
ternal evidence is in favour of the Samaritans. The Jews, with- 
out knowing it, may have in their hands a version executed 
by the Samaritans. This view must appear preposterous, if we 
only consider what must strike us at first sight—the position of 
the Jews to the Samaritans, and the dates of the witnesses 
for the Jewish and the Samaritan origin— the latter are far 
more than a thousand years after the former; for Abulphatac 
wrote about A.D. 1352! But if we besides take into account 
the whole historical character of the Samaritans, as we have 
already described it, not a word can be said in their favour. We 
would here produce a few fresh examples of that character, which 
will illustrate the pomt now under consideration. For a long 
time, the Samaritans were not in possession of an Arabic ver- 
sion of their own; and hence they made use of the version of 
Saadias Gaon ; but it appeared to them scandalous to own their 
poverty. They invented, therefore, the falsehood, that the trans- 
lation was not by Saadias Haggaon, but by a noted Samaritan 
teacher, Abulhassan of Tyre. This make-shift was kept up as 
long as it could be of any service. ‘The Samaritan Arabic trans- 
lator openly confessed, that this was a false allegation ; the trans- 
lation was by a learned Jew of Faioom, “‘ guem Deus tormentis 
excruciet,’ (v. De Sacy, De vers. Sam..Aradb. Pent. in Eichhorn’s 
Bibl. x. p. 5). But he says not a word about his copying this 
version, said to be full of errors, from the Doctor of Faioom, 
“ quem Deus tormentis excruciet;’ where he differs from it, he 
launches out in the scholia most unmercifully against this Jew. 
(DE Sacy, p. 8.) The Samaritans steal even from one another, are- ᾿ 
markable instance of which we have in this same Samaritan-Arabic 
version, which, in the manuscripts, is attributed to two different 
translators. De Sacy expresses the result in the following terms : 
“Td igitur solum superest, ut vel Abusaidum, vel Abilberecatum 
dicamus in alienam messem falcem immississe, stbique laboris 
non sui gloriam vindicasse.” . (P. 15.) 

The Samaritan version is evidently founded on the Chaldee of 
Onkelos, and, in all probability, originated in the fondness for imi- 
tation excited by the existence of the latter. The agreement be- 
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tween the two is so evident, that WINER (De Pent. vers. Samarit. 
Ρ. 64)—(with whom De Wette agrees, while Bertholdt (vol. 1]. p. 
609) admits an extensive use of Onkelos)—can dispute the use of 
Onkelos by the Samaritans, only on the erroneous assumption, 
that the religious animosity of the Jews and the Samaritans ren- 
dered a connection between the two translations impossible. It 
would have been far more to the purpose, if, by such an undeni- 
able fact, he had been led to an examination of the current view 
of the relation the Samaritans stand in to the Jews. 

That the Samaritan-Arabic translator was led to his undertak- 
ing by the Jewish-Arabic version of Saadias, is evident from his 
own confession in the preface ; and a comparison of the two will 
show that he made frequent use of the latter. (v. DE Sacy, 
p- 58.) 

From the versions we ascend to the original text, for which we 
reserved the last place in the discussion, partly for this reason, that 
in various quarters every expedient has been tried to invert the 
existing relations of the Samaritans to the Jews, so that to set the 
matter in a clear ight, and make it perfectly certain, we must be 
acquainted with the literary character of the Samaritans in all its 
other bearings. If this is accomplished, no one can be in doubt for 
a moment. The Samaritan Pentateuch agrees in more than 2000 
readings with the Alexandrian version, where it differs from the 
Hebrew Masoretic text, (v. Bertholdt, 11. 528). Those who are 
most favourably disposed towards the Samaritans (L’chhorn the 
last, vol. ii. p. 641), maintain, that the Alexandrian version was 
executed from a Samaritan manuscript, an allegation which has 
been already refuted, as well as a Samaritan origin of the Septu- 
agint. The more moderate, as BERTHOLDT (vol. 1. p. 531), 
STEVDEL, and others, assume a recension of the text common to 
both, and handed down from earlier times. But this supposition 
cannot be entertaimed, because the peculiarities common to both 
plainly bear the impress of their origin from an Alexandrian style 
of thinking. To this must be added, that the Samaritan Penta- 
teuch very frequently has in the text the conjectures which stand 
in the margin of the Masoretic manuscripts as ΚΎΙ ; now, if the 
Jewish origin of these cannot be denied, a presumption arises that 
the remainder were borrowed from the same source. But how 


little reason there is for inferring an original difference between the 
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Samaritan and the Jewish text from these variations, the passage in 
Deut. xxvii. 4 sufficiently shows, where every one allows that the 
true reading Ebal has been changed into Gerizzim. From this 
one instance, we may safely conclude, that their position in refe- 
rence to the letter of the Scriptures was quite different from that 
of the Jews—that they took the same liberty with the text which 
the Jews took m their translations, marginal remarks, &c. In 
addition must be noticed a large number of manifestly designed 
alterations, as in Exodus xii. 40, for the removal of an apparent 
contradiction, the altering of the whole chronology in Gen. v., &c. 
If, then, we keep in view the religious and theological dependence 
of the Samaritans, which, durig their whole national existence, 
could not produce any thing truly original, there can be no doubt, 
that, in the instance under consideration, they merely made use of 
what was presented to them, and that indeed with a total absence of 
critical skill, smce what seemed, for the most part, as merely un- 
certain probabilities to the original possessors, and incapable of 
proof, they received without hesitation into the text. That they were 
peculiarly attached to the Alexandrian Jewish theology was quite 
natural, since it promised greater indulgence to their propensity for 
free enquiry than the stricter Palestinian, and their rationalizing 
“tendency found here ample gratification. 

How dependent the literary and religious character of the Sa- 
maritans was (whom Chrysostom charged with ἄμικτα μυγνύειν), 
appears from the fact, that other nations with whom they came in 
contact exercised an unconscious and involuntary influence over 
them, without their troubling themselves how the new elements 
would agree with the old. In reference to the Greeks, Cyril re- 
marks on John i. (vi. 568), “Judaism is not strict among the 
Samaritans, but their worship is mingled with heathenish and 
Grecian customs.”* And in reference to the Mahommedans we 
can still detect this influence from their writings. Reland (De 
Samarit. p. 12) remarks “ existimamus ex commercio, quod tis 
cum gente Mohammedica intercessit, aliquid novi in ritus sacros 
et in religionem trrepsisse; he gives examples, especially expres- 





* Ob yap ἀκριβὴς παρὰ Tos Σαμαρείταις ἐστιν ᾿Ιουδαισμὸς, μέμικται oe πως 
ἔϑεσι ἐϑνείοις καὶ ἑλληνίκοϊῖς τι ἐκείνων λατρείᾳ. 
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sions from the Samaritan Joshua, which’ undeniably are taken 
from the Koran (v. p. 68). Several Samaritans apply designa- 
tions to the Pentateuch which the Mahommedan School-Theology 
invented in reference to the Koran, ‘‘ esse sermonem divinitus de- 
missum, non creatum, ‘v. Catal. codd. Orient. Bodlei, P. u. 
p. 490. 

How quickly the animosity of the Samaritans towards the 
Jews subsided, as soon as they were met in a kindly manner 
by the latter, appears plainly from the narrative in John, chap. iv. 
To the Galileans who, without any such approximation, travelled 
through Samaria, at the time of the yearly feasts, the Samari- 
tans showed nothing like friendliness, v. Luke ix. 59, 53; ScHULZ, 
p- 70. But the Samaritan woman at once felt herself honoured 
when Christ entered into friendly conversation with her. ΑἹ- 
though he earnestly and decidedly disowned the pretensions of 
the Samaritans, yet she acknowledged him readily and without 
reservation as a prophet, when he gave evidence of his prophetic 
gift. The Samaritans, who came at her invitation, begged him 
to stay longer, and when he showed that his commission ex- 
tended not merely to the Jews, but to themselves also, they for- 
got at once their protest (made in self defence) against a Mes- 
siah from the Jews, and acknowledged him as the Saviour of the 
world. The Samaritan leper, mentioned in Luke’s Gospel) not only 
consented to be healed by Christ, but was also (though the ἀλλο- 
γενής) the only one of the ten who expressed his thanks for the 
cure. 


From the preceding discussion, it is easy to estimate the force 
of the principal argument for dating the Samaritan Pentateuch 
before the captivity—namely, the religious animosity between the 
Jews and the Samaritans. It could be no hindrance to their 
borrowing it; on the contrary, their hostile position towards the 
Jews would rather impel them to it. The want of the original 
documents of the Israelitish religion supplied their enemies with 
an argument against them; the possession of these records 
gave a kind of legitimacy to their pretensions. What STEUDEL 
adds as an appendix to this argument appears untenable. “The 
Pentateuch,” he says, “ contains so much that would be in- 


convenient to the Samaritans, that we must wonder how it 
G2 
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could escape mutilation, if its authority was not more ancient 
than the time of Ezra.” If it is settled that the Pentateuch, 
in the time of Ezra, was received by all the Jews as the work 
of Moses, it would be perfectly natural for the Samaritans, who 
were neither disposed nor qualified for critical inquiries, to re- 
ceive it as such, and treat it with all due reverence. Only the 
acknowledgment of the Pentateuch, on the part of the Jews, oc- 
casions a difficulty to the opponents of its genuineness—its ac- 
knowledgment on the part of the Samaritans is a mere consequence 
of the former. 

A second argument for the derivation of the Samaritan Pen- 
tateuch from the Ten Tribes, is borrowed from the fact that 
the Pentateuch is the only one among the Sacred Books of the 
Jews which the Samaritans receive. This shows, it is urged, 
that their reception of the Pentateuch belongs to an age when 
no other Sacred Book existed—that it had already taken place 
when the two kingdoms were divided. But those who adopt 
this view are involved in a difficulty from not being able to ex- 
plain why at least the books of Joshua and Judges were ποῦ 
received along with the Pentateuch, which yet there are very co- 
gent reasons for believing were in existence at the time of the 
separation of the two kingdoms; and certain traces that the former 
was in use in the kingdom of Israel. 

The difficulty, as far as regards the former book, would cer- 
tainly be in part diminished, if the current opinion were cor- 
rect, that the Samaritans had the book of Joshua as early as 
the Pentateuch, and that it always formed a component part of 
their canon, as is expressly maintained by DE Werte, ᾧ 17 a., 
and VaTKE, Bibl. Theol. 1, p. 564. It might then be either 
assumed with BERTHOLDT, Part iii. p. 871, that the mhabitants . 
of the kingdom of the Ten Tribes had not the book of Joshua in 
its present form, but only possessed the separate original docu- 
ments from which it must have been compiled, and that these, 
at a later period, were also among the Jews formed into a 
whole; or it might also be said that the Samaritans had received 
this book in its present form from the kingdom of the Ten ‘Tribes, 
but had taken greater liberties with it in the way of enlarge- 
ment or embellishment. But nothing can be more untrue — 
nothing less to the honour of our critical age, than the current 
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opinion respecting the Samaritan Joshua ; and assertions like 
those of Bertholdt, that the Samaritan Joshua was tantamount 
to the Hebrew, appears truly ridiculous. ‘The Samaritan Joshua 
is nothing more than a miserable cento, strung together in the 
middle ages, from our book of Joshua, and from the books of 
Samuel and Judges, which are made use of, like the former, 
only more sparingly, with a farrago of Samaritan fictions and 
oriental legends. In the Samaritan Joshua, Arabic phrases occur 
which are undeniably taken in part from the Koran. Reland asserts 
that these may have been added by the Arabic translator. (P. 15.) 
Certainly it might be so if there were only proofs of the earlier 
existence of a Hebrew-Samaritan Joshua; but there are not. Ac- 
cording to the statement of Reland, indeed (ch. 1.), it is said to 
be, versio Arabica antiqui codicis, qui lingua Hebraica con- 
scriptus erat. But what is there to prevent us from supposing 
that the author designated in this manner the Jewish Book of 
Joshua? Andif he had spoken, which he did not, of a Hebrew- 
Samaritan original, what should after all induce us to give him 
unlimited credence? He deserves it neither from the character 
of his nation, nor from his own. In his own book there is no 
lack of intentional fiction and conscious falschoods. Will any 
one appeal to the statement of the Samaritans in their epistle to 
their pretended brethren in England, that they ”o longer possess 
the Hebrew Book of Joshua, but only the Arabic version ? (vy. 
E1cuHorn’s fepert., Part 1x., p. 29) and infer that, therefore, they 
must have had it at an earlier period ? But that “no longer” was 
occasioned by the supposition expressed in the letter from Eng- 
land that the Chronicle had a Hebrew-Samaritan original. And 
what makes this reason entirely untenable is, that the Book of 
Joshua, of which the Samaritans speak, is the Chronicle of Abul- 
phatach. ‘This was sent by them to Huntington. They had 
indeed no longer the Chronicon Samaritanum (vy. SCHNURRER, 
p- 45). But nobody ever attributed a Hebrew-Samaritan origin 
to the Chronicle of Abulphatach. Thus, then, every argument 
fails in favour of a Hebrew-Samaritan Joshua. But on the other 
hand, besides the reasons already adduced (the traces of Mahom- 
medan influence), what follows is not in favour of it. The Fathers 
of the Church knew nothing of a Samaritan Joshua, any more 
than the Jews. Moreover, among the sources of his work which 
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Abulphatach, who wrote about the year 1352, mentions, the Heb- 
rew book of Joshua is not to be found, v. Catalog. Bodlet., p. 5. 
Therefore, as all existing materials were supplied him by the High 
Priest, it could not, at that time, have been extant. Lastly, if 
the Book of Joshua had been contemporary among the Samari- 
tans with the Pentateuch, it must, if not exactly canonical, have 
been distinguished from the other Scriptures, and have possessed 
a deutero-canonical authority. Against that, facts show that they 
took no pains whatever to preserve it; that they not only sut- 
fered the pretended original to be lost, but were satisfied with 
possessing the Chronicle of Abulphatach and the Arabic Book 
of Joshua. From the statements of Abulphatach respecting his 
sources of information, it is very clear that they possessed, besides 
the Pentateuch, no writing of more than common dignity. A trace 
of the canonicity of Joshua among the Samaritans, in a certain 
sense, BruNS thinks he has found in the letter of the Samaritans 
to their brethren in England. ‘‘ When they,” he remarks, “ say 
that they have nothing besides the Law and the Book, $433 pee 
LSS, no other book can be meant than the book of Joshua, 
which among them seems to be held in the same estimation as 
the apocryphal books of the Old Testament among the Jews. But 
7 ατόὖῷ and Book are here rather to be considered as identical, both 
a designation of the Pentateuch, and tantamount to Book of the 
Law. Besides the connection, there is another manifest reason 
for taking the words in this sense. The Samaritans had at that 
time, as we have already shown, no longer the book of Joshua. 
What at first gave rise to those singular mistakes in reference 
to the Samaritan Joshua, was a certain vanity in those persons who 
first published the supposed discovery. Yet they (RELAND espe- 
cially) kept themselves within certain bounds. But afterwards the 
partiality for the Samaritans went beyond all the dictates of sound 
judgment; in some, as BERTHOLDT for instance, who certainly 
never had given himself the trouble to become better acquainted 
with the Joshua of the Samaritans—the attempt is evidently made 
to lower the canonical Joshua by this means. Only DE Sacy 
has maintained moderation. In his Memodzre (in Stiiudlin’s and 
Tzschirner's Archiv., 1. 8, p. 46), he remarks, “ It is probable that 
they had historians, but we know none of their works, excepting two 
poor Chronicles (the Samaritan Joshua and Abulphatach), which 
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are full of the most ridiculous blunders and the grossest anach- 
ronisms; both are written in Arabic.” 

Thus the problem, how to explain the fact that the Samaritans 
confined themselves to the reception of the Pentateuch, cannot be 
solved by those who advocate the transmission of the Pentateuch 
to the Samaritans from the kingdom of Israel. But what excep- 
tion can be reasonably taken against the solution given by the 
opponents of the date of its reception before the captivity? The 
Samaritans confined themselves to the reception of the Pentateuch, 
because in the remaining books there was too much that was 
anti-Israelitish, and hence that was anti-Samaritan also, as they 
wished to be the successors of the Israelites. Against this solution 
STEVDEL objects, (p- 634), that the Samaritans might very well 
have received the books of Joshua and Judges, which contain no- 
thing objectionable to them—nothing which favours the pre-emi- 
nence of Judah, or the aggrandisement of Jerusalem, and which 
are In nowise connected with David and Solomon. But let us 
only consider, that the advantage the Samaritans would have gained 
by the reception of these two books, would have been counter- 
balanced by a far greater disadvantage. Had the Samaritans 
added the books of Joshua and Judges to their canon, it would 
have too plainly shown that their protest against the remaining 
books proceeded merely from the feeling of self-interest. But the 
case would be different if they retained alone the work of the great 
lawgiver (to which even the Jews assigned the pre-eminence above 
all their later books), and rejected the rest as not invested with 
sufficient Divine legitimation. Fancy only an individual to whom 
the Pauline theology is unacceptable. Yet such an one might 
willingly retain the Epistle of James. But in order to cut off the 
suspicion of wilful partiality, he would reject the other dogmatical 
writings of the Apostles, and confine himself to the mere dis- 
courses of Christ. Let it also be urged, in addition, that the 
Samaritans could not feel satisfied if those writings contained no- 
thing which spoke directly against them. Their patriotic legends 
took their rise probably not just at the time of the separation of 
the two kingdoms; they began as early as Joshua. Now, by the 
reception of the two books just mentioned, they would have nar- 
rowed the scope for their falsehoods. They could then no longer 
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have maintained any thing else for which they could not have 
brought proof from that quarter. 

A third argument taken from the writing of the Samaritan 
Codex, which is older than the Samaritan Square character, that 
was introduced by the Jews at the time of the captivity, or at the 
latest by Ezra, can be answered only in a very unsatisfactory man- 
ner by the opponents of the antiquity of the Samaritan Penta- 
teuch, because they acknowledge that distinction of the antiquity 
of the Square character to be correct, and that it makes the cause 
very suspicious. But by the turn which, in later times, the in- 
vestigations respecting the Hebrew writing have taken, this argu- 
ment has, at least for a long time, and perhaps for ever, become 
useless. According to Kopp (Hntwickelung der Semitischen 
Schriften, in vol. ii. of Der Bilder und Schriften der Vorzeit) ; 
and Hupre.p (Beleuchtung dunkler Stellen der alttest. Textge- 
schichte; Studien, 1880, Part ii. 279), the Square character came 
into use not till centuries after the captivity, by means of a gradual 
transition from the Pheenician or ancient Hebrew, which is said 
to have been preserved to us on Arameean monuments ; EWALD 
(kl. Gramm., p.50), places the introduction of the eastern branch 
of the Semetic writing in the place of the western, in the last cen- 
tury before Christ, and the first after Christ. And even those 
who do not acknowledge the correctness of this result (MOVERs, 
Uber die Chronik., p. 83), remit so much of the strictness of the 
earlier view, that nothing more can be gained for the antiquity of 
the Samaritan Pentateuch from that quarter. 

Other grounds are so weak, that they are scarcely worth men- 
tioning. For instance, that the Samaritans would not have been 
anxious to join in rebuilding the temple, if they had not already 
been in possession of the Pentateuch. Or when it is argued against 
the introduction of the Pentateuch through Manasseh, from the 
silence of Josephus, who, in the history of those times, everywhere 
shows the greatest ignorance. We entirely pass over other things 
such as may be found in KELLE, whose entire argumentation for 
the genuineness of the Pentateuch, stands nearly on the same level 
as that of BOHLEN against it. 

For the Jewish origin of the Samaritan Pentateuch, a tolerably 
plausible reason may be adduced. The worship of Jehovah among 
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the Samaritans in the first century of their existence was extremely 
crude ; they reverenced Jehovah only as one among many deities ; 
and that this combination of the worship of Jehovah and that of 
idols was unnatural, never entered their heathenish conceptions. In 
reality, they remained what they were before—Pagans. And thus 
things continued till the time of the author of the Book of Kings, 
that is, towards the end of the Babylonish captivity, 2 Kings xvii. 
41. Such a state could scarcely be compatible with their having 
possession of the book of the law. It would be something alto- 
gether different if history informed us of two parties among them 
—of a conflict of the good and evil principle, as it existed in Ju- 
dah and Israel. But unconsciousness, in reference to such con- 
trarieties, is scarcely conceivable in a people, among whom the 
book of the law had been publicly recognised, in which these con- 
trarieties are set forth as strongly as possible. Later accounts 
show that a great alteration had passed over them. ‘The traces 
of idolatry had altogether vanished; the high places formerly estab- 
lished through the whole land had been abandoned. A national 
sanctuary, dedicated to Jehovah, constituted the religious centre of 
the whole nation ; the most burdensome of the Mosaic ordinances, 
that relating to the Sabbatic year, was observed among them in 
the time of Alexander; those persons who passed over to them 
from Judah, because they had been accused of violating the Mo- 
saic ordinances, found refuge among them only on asserting their 
innocence of the charge.* If the Pentateuch was not introduced 
till after the Babylonish captivity, this alteration is easily explained. 
Moreover, the Samaritans had then an inducement for its intro- 
duction, which could not have been felt so strongly before. The 
denial of their request to take a part in the rebuilding of the 
temple—the declaration that they had no portion or inheritance in 
Israel, must have roused them to make every exertion, in order to 
render their claims plausible and valid, that none of the required 
conditions might be wanting for taking a part with the people of 
the covenant. But among these, the possession of the Book of 
the Covenant would hold the first place, since theArk of the Co- 
venant had been already lost to Judah. 





* Ei δέ τις αἰτίαν ἔσχε παρὰ τοῖς ἱΙεροσολυμίταις Koo payias, ἢ τῆς ἐν τοῖς 
σαββάτοις παρανομίας, ἤ τινος ἄλλου τοιούτου ἁμαρτήματος, παρὰ τοὺς Σικιμίτας 
ἔφευγε, λέγων ἀδίκως ἐγκεκλῆσϑαι. Josephus, Antiq. xi. 8, § 7. 
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Such being the state of the case, though hitherto the exist- 
ence of the Pentateuch among the Ten Tribes has been inferred 
from the existence of the Samaritan Pentateuch, we ought now 
rather to take the reverse method—we must, in order to make it 
moderately probable that the Pentateuch was transmitted from 
the kingdom of the Ten Tribes, or more correctly from the Ten 
Tribes in the Assyrian captivity to the Samaritans—(which is at 
least exceedingly probable, for the reasons already given in favour 
of a Jewish origin, and also since the only connection of the Sa- 
maritans and the Ten Tribes, the sending of the priests from the 
Assyrian captivity, related in the history, is too loose—the intro- 
duction of the book of the law by means of it is too little in uni- 
son with the condition at that time of the rude people, to satisfy 
whose religious wants far less was required, and oral instruction in 
the most external points of the Mosaic religion sufficed)—first 
prove on sure grounds that it had existed in the kingdom of the 
Ten Tribes, and obtained legal authority. This, however, can be 
done so completely, that one does not see how the defenders 
hitherto of the genuineness of the Pentateuch, could make their 
chief argument to be the existence of the Samaritan Pentateuch, 
to which they subordinated the testimonies for the existence of 
the Pentateuch in the kingdom of Israel as constituting inferior 
evidence. 

We drop the Samaritan Pentateuch altogether ; but from its 
point of view the evidence must rather bear the superscription, 
“The genuineness of the Pentateuch evinced from its existence 
and legal introduction in the kingdom of Israel.” Among the 
separate reasons the Samaritan Pentateuch would then also obtain 
a place, though with justice a very subordinate one, since owing 
to its fundamental errors it cannot be denied that it could only 
furnish possibilities and probabilities. Lastly, it must be acknow- 
ledged that for conducting that chief proof, which to him appeared 
subordinate, SrevpEL has furnished some excellent materials, in 
the treatise already mentioned ; also Hue in Part vii. of the Frei- 
burg Journal (Beitrag zur Geschichte des Sam. Pent.) With 
what precision this can be executed, it is hoped the following Te- 
presentation will show. 


Cee 


TRACKS OF THE PENTATEUCH 


IN 


HOSEA. 


THE three first chapters have been explained in the Christology, 
and, as far as the allusions to the Pentateuch have been there dis- 
cussed, we content ourselves with referring to that work. 

Through the whole of the three first chapters, the relation of the 
Lord to Israel is represented under the image and symbol of the 
marriage union. Apostacy is described as whoredom and adul- 
tery, and the same representation is carried through the remaining 
chapters, though not with equal prominence. Everywhere it is 
evident, that the prophet assumes that the people were familiar 
with the ideas necessary for understanding this figurative language. 
He often so unceremoniously transfers the material to the spiritual, 
that very few expositors can entirely enter into his meaning. 
Thus, in chap. iv. and the following, most expositors have referred 
a number of passages to outward unchastity, which relate to what 
is spiritual. ‘These representations will be perfectly explicable, if 
we observe, that their germ already exists in the Pentatcuch, 
whence they could, more easily than in any other way, pass into 
the popular mind, so that every one possessed a key for under- 
standing them. In Exodus xxxiv. 15, 16, it is said, “ Lest thou 
make a covenant with the inhabitants of the land, and they go a 
whoring after their gods, and do sacrifice unto their gods, and one 
call thee, and thou eat of his sacrifice; and thou take of their 
daughters unto thy sons, and their daughters go a whoring after 
their gods, and make thy sons go a whoring (5) after their gods.” 
Leviticus xx. 5, “ Then will I set my face against that man, and 
against his family, and will cut him off, and all that go a whoring 
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after him, to commit whoredom with Moloch, from among their 
people.” Ver. 6, “ And the soul that turneth after such as have 
familiar spirits and after wizards, to go a whoring after them.” 
Numb. xiv. 38, “ And your children shall wander in the wilder- 
ness forty years, and bear your whoredoms.” But if the connec- 
tion of this representation in Hosea with that in the Pentateuch can 
be considered only as highly probable, when we compare the ge- 
neral outlines in each, it becomes a certainty when we observe, 
that, in the particulars of the representation, Hosea had in view 
passages in the Pentateuch both those which speak of literal as 
well as of spiritual whoredom. In chap. 1. 2, “ The land hath 
committed great whoredom [departing] from the Lord,” “hy an- 
swers to the "πὶ of the Pentateuch. But the allusions to Leviticus 
x1x. 29 are particularly plain, ““ Do not prostitute thy daughter 
to cause her to be a whore, mrxm>, lest the land fall to whoredom, 
and the land become full of wickedness.” According to the whole 
connection, a warning is here given against religious criminality, 
the prostitution of their daughters in honour of the idols. The 
72m forms the opposite to the pretended sanctity. Literal whore- 
dom is here, therefore, only the consequence and reflection of spi- 
ritual impurity, and it is so much the easier to transfer the passage 
to the latter. This is done in Hosea iv. 10, ‘‘ They (the princes) 
cause to commit whoredom,” (15) compare ver. 13, “ Therefore 
your daughters shall commit whoredom ;” ver. 18, “ Their drink 
is gone ; they cause to commit whoredom ("7 "#7) continually ; 
her rulers (shields) with shame do love, Give ye.” In the hopes 
of scandalous gain, the chiefs prostitute their subjects ; that is, 
they seduce them to idolatry, despising the law according to its 
spiritual meaning. Lastly, ver. 8, ‘‘ Thou committest whoredom, 
and Israel is defiled.” In reference to these last words, MANGER 
remarks, “ Phrasi desumta a muliere per scortationem et adut- 
tert usum polluta, quomodo pollutio cum scortatione idolola- 
trica infra quoque, ¢. vi. 10, conjungitur.” Israel, that is, the 
other tribes, especially Judah iv. 15, appears as the daughter who 
is prostituted by her ungodly Father Ephraim, contrary to the 
law. “‘ Ephraimo distincte vitio datur, quod ex hac tribu re- 
σία, que Jeroboamum aliosque principes idololatrie auctores 
tulerat, ista labes ad reliquos fuerat derivata atque per eos 
universa natio contaminata. —MANGER. ‘The reference to the 
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passage we have quoted from Leviticus is in these three passages, 
so much more certain, because the Hiphil of == only occurs in the 
Pentateuch and these three passages of Hosea, with the exception 
of 2 Chron. xxi. 18, where there is evidently an allusion to Levi- 
ticus, (“‘ Thou hast made Judah and the inhabitants of Jerusalem 
to go a whoring’), so that there is no passage out of the Penta- 
teuch in which =" can be found, excepting such as are founded 
upon it. The reference to Leviticus would, it is true, be lost if 
the assertion of several critics were correct (v. GESENIUS, 7168. 
p. 423), that m7 in the Pentateuch is used transitively ; but in 
the three passages of Hosea and the Chronicles intransitively. 
But this assertion cannot be maintained on account of the evident 
reference to Leviticus. Besides, the assumption that Hiphil here 
loses its characteristic meaning is quite arbitrary. In the Chro- 
nicles, the transitive meaning is as‘ clear as day ; and just so in 
Hosea iy. 10 in relation to ver. 18, “‘ Therefore your daughters 
shall commit whoredom, and your daughters-in-law shall commit 
adultery.” Wherefore, since ye have given them the tone, ye make 
them commit whoredom against the law. Moreover, the allusion 
to Leviticus is confirmed by our finding in the same passages al- 
lusions to other parts of the Pentateuch ; 8?¥? in chap. v. 3 will 
be noticed afterwards. In chap. iv. 10, “ They shall commit 
whoredom, and not (¢ncrease, Auth. vers.) break forth ;? ">=" 
alludes to Gen. xxvii. 14, “‘ And thy seed shall be as the dust of 
the earth, and thou shalt break forth (marg. read.) 52%) to the 
west and to the east.” They wished to grasp prosperity while they 
promoted the adulterous connection with idols ; but on such per- 
sons that blessing could not rest, which is promised alone to chaste 
marriage with the Lord. ‘The farther they wished to break out 
by their own power, within so much narrower bounds would they 
be enclosed. Chap. iv. 14. “ For themselves are separated with 
whores” (are among their number), “and they sacrifice with har- 
lots, mwtp (the dishonoured ones),” alludes to Deut. xxiii. 17. 
“ There shall be no whore, "¥7?, of the daughters of Israel, and 
no whoremonger, “7?, of the sons of Israel.” The land, contrary 
to the law, was full of sp¢ritwal whores. The allusion is so much 
more direct, since the corporal unchastity in the Ὁ ΠΡ and rnp of 
the law, was the consequence and reflection of the spiritual ; there 
were those who prostituted themselves in honour of their gods; 
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and, on the other hand, spiritual whoredom always completed 
itself in the corporal. When the prophet, in ch. 11. 14 (12) 
and ix. 1, describes the gain, which was supposed to be ob- 
tained from connection with idols, as #78 (Christologie, ii. 88, 
also iv. 18, where the words “they love—give ye,” express the 
strong desire of the procurers after base gain), he alludes to Deut. 
xxiii. 19, where “the hire of a whore,” 77" 78 is marked as “ an 
abomination ("22°") to the Lord.” How shameful to love (f278 
228) what the Lord abhorreth! In the Pentateuch the word 
mnt denotes crime generally, but, in a special sense, impurity under 
ageravated circumstances, incest, prostitution of a daughter, &e. 
Thus Lev, xx. 7 (14), “If a man take a wife and her mother, it 
is wickedness, ποτ, they shall be burnt with fire, both he and they; 
that there be no wickedness, =, among you.’ (Compare xviii. 
L7, xix. 29, 71782, for which GESENIUS in his 7166. quotes 
Lev. xvi. 48, is not found there, or in the whole Pentateuch.) 
To these passages Hosea vi. 9 alludes ; “and as troops of robbers 
wait for a man, so the company of priests murder in the way by 
consent ; for they commit lewdness, mist "2. That 71 has here 
the same meaning as in the Pentateuch, appears from the follow- 
ing verse, where whoredom is spoken of; otherwise the use of 55 
could not be accounted for. ‘They are to be thought like those 
(that we have here a decurtata comparatio is shown not only by 
the 5 in the first clause, but also by the latter "5, which De Wette 
must paralyse by a mere ya of affirmation, and Stuck metamor- 
phoses into 53, or explains it by ¢tague) who waylay the unarmed 
traveller, who commit murder on the road to Sichem; for they are 
soul-murderers, addicted to unnatural vice, which, according to 
the law, ought not to be in the midst of Israel; they are given up 
to spiritual adultery themselves, and are patrons of it in others. 
Since the special meaning of m1 15. not indicated by the word 
itself, it requires so much the more a distinct foundation for it. 
Now. a comparison of it with the passages that we have referred to 
in the law, gives the key to its meaning. Ch. v. , literally “and 
as to slaughter, they make a deep remoteness.” Luther, “ they 
deepen themselves with slaughter in their course,” which is pro- 
perly supplied in the gloss they offer much, and make their idol- 
atry (by which they estrange themselves from God, as an adultress 
estranges herself from her husband) so deep, that there is no deli- 
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verance or hope for them. He will not call it sacrificing, but a 
simple slaughtering: this is founded on Numbers v. 12. This 
passage treats of the Divine judgment by which adultery was 
to be brought to light. Sacrificing, says the prophet, which 
according to their notion must be the highest proof of conjugal 
fidelity, is rather the lowest step of conjugal infidelity ; 10 is pecu- 
liarly spiritual adultery. The opinion that the prophet had the 
passage we have mentioned in view, rests on the following 
erounds. 1. The word ΠΩΣ occurs there four times, and else- 
where only in Prov. iv. 15; vu. 25. It was a technical term 
for denoting conjugal infidelity. 2. The phrase ?872? §2%3, in 
Hosea v. 8, favours it. The xu, in that passage, is used to 
denote the moral impurity of the adultress. It occurs not less 
than six times, as is generally used in the Pentateuch, of sexual 
impurity ; see, for instance, Lev. xvi. 24, 25, where, after an 
enumeration of a considerable number, it is said, ‘‘ Defile not 
yourselves in any of these things; for in all these things the 
nations are defiled which I cast out before you. And the land 
is defiled; therefore do I visit the miquity thereof upon it, and 
the land itself vomiteth out her inhabitants ;” see ver 28. The 
word “7°23, in y. 8, leads also to the special meaning of 5.339, 

We now follow the order of the chapters. Ch. ui. 1 (i. 10). 
“ Yet the number of the children of Israel shall be as the sand 
of the sea, which cannot be measured nor numbered,” alludes 
literally to the promises in Genesis xxu. 17, xxxii. 13. That 
this allusion presupposes that those promises were generally 
known in the kingdom of Israel, has been shown in the Christo- 
logie, p. 49. ‘The expression (1, 11), “‘ appoint themselves one 
head,” probably refers to Deut. xvu. 15 (v. Christologie, p. 58), 
(“Thou shalt in any wise set him king over thee whom the Lord 
thy God shalt choose—one from among thy brethren shalt thou 
set king over thee; thou mayest not set a stranger over thee, 
which is not thy brother’). And thus, ““ they shall come up 
out of the land,” corresponds verbally with Exod. i. 10, “ Get 
them up out of the land.” That ch. ἢ. 18, furnishes evidence 
that the three principal festivals, the New Moon and the Sab- 
bath, were celebrated in Israel, and also the ®2°72°", or the sa- 
cred assemblies to which Lev. xxii. relates, is pointed out in 
Christologie, page 87, In reference to the declaration respecting 
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“ bringing” again “into the wilderness” (il. 14), v. p. 95, verse 
17 is borrowed from Exod. xxiii. 13, “‘ make no mention of the 
names of other gods, neither let it be heard out of thy mouth,” 
(v. p. 109). Verse 18 alludes to Lev. xxvi. 8, &c., (v. p. 110). 
Chapter iii. 1, alludes to Deut. xxxi. 18 (v. p. 120.) Chapter 
iii. contains a number of allusions. The prophet reckons the 
same sum for Gomer (ch. i. 8), the female whom he purchased 
from servitude, which, according to Exodus xxi. 32, was to be 
given for aman-servant or a maid, thirty pieces of silver (v. Chris- 
tologie, Part ii., on Zech. xi. 12.) The law in Exod. xxi. 6, 
Deut. xv. 17, which commanded that men-servants or maid- 
servants should have their ears bored as a sign of servitude, is 
alluded to by the use of mm>, in the sense of reducing to servi- 
tude. This phraseology, which otherwise would be altogether 
unintelligible, pre-supposes that the law was in force for the king- 
dom of Israel, as is proved for Judah by Ps. xl. 6. At the same 
time, there is an illusion to the passage in the Pentateuch, where 
the redemption of Israel is represented as a purchase from a house 
of bondage. 

Ch. iv. 4, ‘ Yet let no man strive, nor reprove another (this 
would be vain and useless, ‘ guod ipsum desperatae nequitiae 
argumentum est’) ; for thy people are as they that strive with a 
priest,’ receives light only from comparison with the Pentateuch. 
The prophet alludes to Deut. xvi. 8, “‘ If there.arise a matter 
too hard for thee in judgment, . . . then shalt thou arise, and 
get thee up into the place which the Lord thy God shall choose. 
And thou shalt come unto the priests, the Levites, and to the judge 
that shall be in those days, and inquire, and they shall shew thee 
the sentence of judgment. And thou shalt do according to the 
sentence which they of that place shall shew thee. Thou shalt 
not decline from the sentence which they shall shew thee, to the 
right hand nor to the left. And the man that will do presump- 
tuously, and will not hearken unto the priest (that standeth to 
minister there before the Lord thy God), or unto the judge, even 
that man shall die, and thou shalt put away the evil from Israel ; 
and all the people shall hear and fear, and do no more presump- 
tuously.” ‘The allusion was so much the more important, since 
the prophets occupied the place of the Levitical priests in the 
kingdom of Israel; that the Levitical priests in the law were 
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considered only as the servants and representatives of God, is ap- 
parent from the circumstance that the judge is associated with 
them. If we paraphrase the words “ as they that strive with the 
priest” by “ like those who are marked in the law as rebels against 
the priest,” the objection of MANGER, who entirely passes over the 
>—‘ quod propterea reprehendi minime posset populus, st quidem 
sacerdotibus, quales hi nune erant, spurti et perditi, restitisset” 
—falls to the ground. The threatening in ver. 5, “ Therefore shalt 
thou fall in the day, and the prophet also shall fall with thee in 
the night, and I will destroy thy mother,” is only an application of 
what is said in the Pentateuch of the lot of the 7>"2"7. The 
reference to the Pentateuch is acknowledged not only by LUTHER 
and Tarnov, but by Grotius (stmiles sunt tis qui publica (more 
correctly divina), decreta contumaciter oppugnant, curt crimint 
capitis poena constituta est, Deut. xvi. 12), and by Rrvetus, 
who admirably paraphrases the passage—‘‘ frustra aliquis istos 
homines objurget, aut cum tis contendat, nam voluntarie peccant, 
et superbe committunt quidquid committunt ; ac proinde tam 
ret sunt, quamii, gui non obtemperant sacerdoti dei (Deut. xvii. 
12), 1.6., non tam reprehendendi, quam ultimo supplicio affiet- 
endi.” Indeed, the Septuagint has followed this interpretation, if 
their translation be not unmeaning; ὁ δὲ λαός μου ὡς ἀντιλεγό- 
μενος ἱερεύς, populus meus est sicut contradictionem patiens sa- 
cerdos,i.e. ‘This relation subsists among them—my people stand 
to the organs of God, as in the law those who contradicted the 
priest ; compare such passages as Matt. xii. 19,45. All other 
explanations are so decidedly opposed by the structure of the lan- 
guage and by fact, that they are not worth mentioning and ‘refu- 
ting. Let it be considered that the passage not merely proves the 
prophet’s own acquaintance with the Pentateuch, that the people, 
if they were to understand what was addressed to them, and the 
prophet certainly wished to be understood, must have the key to 
his meaning in a knowledge of the Pentateuch. The prophet 
must have been able to assume with certainty that every one 
would see the reference to the Pentateuch, since without this 
there would be the risk of a dangerous misunderstanding, as 
if he wished to defend the cause of the spurious Israelitish priest- 
hood. 

Verse 8, “ They eat up the sin of my people, and they set their 


heart on their iniquity ;” that is, the strong desire after the sin- 
H 
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offerings makes them (the Israelitish priests) on good terms with 
sin; indulging this feeling, they eat as it were sin itself; or, not 
satisfied with sin-offerings, their desire goes forth to sin itself; 
their advancement among the people, from whom they knew how 
to draw their own profit, with reference to the double meaning of 
mxetis illustrated only by Lev. vi. 17, and vii. 1, according 
to which, the meat and trespass-offerings were to be eaten by 
the priests. See particularly ver. 19, "#228" "D8 sets WT (the 
mxun). This passage at the same time furnishes evidence that in 
the kingdom of Israel the trespass-offerings were presented ac- 
cording to the prescriptions of the Pentateuch, and that the Israel- 
itish priests were in possession of the rights granted in the Pen- 
tateuch to the Levitical priests. 

In chap. iv. 10, “‘ They shall eat and not have enough,” is an 
expression taken from Lev. xxvi. 26, where it is said, in threat- 
ening the Divine judgments on the rebellious, ‘‘ When I have 
broken the staff of your bread, . . . ye shall eat and not be 
satisfied.” 2%D 8) 5N28, Ch. iv. 18, “ They sacrifice upon the 
tops of the mountains, and burn incense upon the hills under oaks 
and poplars and elms.” This agrees exactly with Deut. xu. 2, 
“Ye shall utterly destroy all the places, wherein the nations that 
ye shall possess served their gods, upon the high mountains and 
upon the hills, and under every green tree.” In both passages, 
there is the same series of places for worship forbidden by the law ; 
the difference is merely, that, in Hosea, the expression, “ under 
every green tree,’ is individualised. ‘The impression to be ex- 
pected rests mainly on this—that the passage alluded to was known 
to the people, so that what was in direct contradiction to the word 
of God merely required a verbal reference to the passage concern- 
ing it. Hosea iv. 15, “ Neither go ye up to Beth-aven.” (“ Do- 
mus Dei per superstitionem thi receptam in.domum vanitatis erat 
commutata. MANGER). This presupposes an acquaintance with 
the name Beth-el, as it is designated in the Pentateuch. The 
name Geth-aven stands in contrast with the sanctity of the place, 
and that is founded on events which are narrated in Genesis. To 
commit whoredom, and to go to Bethel, which had been long since 
changed into Beth-aven, though once it had been consecrated by 
the manifestation of the true God, was a complete contradiction, 
as if the prophet had said, “‘ Are ye resolved to do the first—leave 
alone the other.” (See 1 Kings xviii. 21). 
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“ Nor swear the Lord liveth,” compare Deut. x. 20. “Τοῦ 
shalt fear the Lord thy God; him shalt thou serve, and to him 
shalt thou cleave, and swear by his name.” Deut. vi. 18, 14, 
“ Thou shalt fear the Lord thy God, and serve him, and shalt 
swear by his name. Ye shall not go after other gods, of the gods 
of the people which are round about you.” They separated the 
oath from the true fear of God, which, according to his law, is its 

root. (“ Postquam Moses preceperat, &c., se omne preceptum 

_observasse opinabantur, si modo postremam ejus partem probe 
tenerent. S ruck). They joined together whoredom and swear- 
ing, which, according to the law, were to be totally dissevered 
from each other. Therefore the command respecting the latter 
was no longer repeated. Open impiety would be better than hy- 
pocrisy—a mere outward sanctimoniousness which served only as 
an opiate to the conscience. ‘This expression of the prophet could 
only be taken in its full significance by those who perceived the 
reference to the Pentateuch. Hosea iv. 17, ‘“‘ Ephraim is joined 
to idols ; let him alone.” The *"F:7 alludes to Exodus xxxii. 9, 
10, “ And the Lord said unto Moses, I have seen this people, and 
behold it is a stiffnecked people. Now therefore let me alone 
27m" that my wrath may wax hot against them, and that I 
may consume them.” The “ let him alone” (whoever thou art 
who wishest to admonish, ver. 4), is followed by “ leave me alone,” 
on the part of God. As free course must be given to the people 
to act out their real character, so it is with God. Hosea v. 6, 
“They shall go with their flocks and with their herds to seek 
the Lord, but they shall not find him; he hath withdrawn him- 
self from them.” With "250 popa2) O3832 compare Exod. x. 9, "28*3 
22 "722". Outwardly, they went out as fully to the Lord as Israel 
when they went out of Egypt: but they were destitute of the 
fundamental condition of acceptance with God—faith ; and thus 
the same God, who then delivered Israel from their distresses, 
now withdrew himself from them in their misery. 

Hosea νυ. 7, “ΝΟΥ͂ shall the new moon devour them with their 
gifts” (portions) "77778. In the preceding verse it is said that 
all their flocks shall avail them nothing ; here, that the new moon 
shall devour them; their hypocritical worship, so far from bring- 
ing them deliverance, will rather bring on their destruction. That 


the feast of the new moon, here specified, was celebrated in. the 
H 2 
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kingdom of Israel, is apparent from these words. But the expres- 
sion “ with their gifts,’ or literally, “ with their portions,’ attests 
a more direct reference to the Pentateuch. At the New Moon a 
m2 was presented, and likewise a drink-offering ; see Numbers 
xxvii. 12. Israel presented their king with meat and drink. 
They thought he would satisfy himself with the moderate portions 
that they brought to him. But since the outward p>n (see, also, 
Lev. vi. 10-17), was unsuitable for food for a divine king, a 
mere dish for show, which he despised, he conducted himself to- 
wards them accordingly. They had given him nothing to eat, in 
consequence they would themselves be devoured. 

Hosea v. 9, “ Among the tribes of Israel have I made known, 
“that which shall surely be,” "783, That this expression de- 
notes punishments that would be lasting and abiding, in distinc- 
tion from such as were transient and slight, may be inferred from 
its relation to the preceding “day of rebuke,” "RY", The 
threatening of the Lord, uttered before all Israel, that, m case of 
an obstinate violation of the Covenant, he would inflict “ great 
plagues, and of long continuance, (7282) and sore sickness, and 


of long continuance,’ (77282), Deut. xxvii. 59, must now, since 
the occasion called for it, be fulfilled. 

Hosea ver. 10, “‘ The princes of Judah were like them that re- 
move the bound ; 1 will pour out my wrath upon them like water.” 
In the second clause there is an allusion to the raining down of 
brimstone and fire on Sodom and Gomorrah (v. Christologie, pt. 
ii. p. 516). Compare with the first clause Deut. xix. 14, “Thou 
shalt not remove thy neighbour's landmark,” (422 24 2°87 8>), and 
xxv. 17, “ Cursed be he that removeth his neighbour's landmark,” 
“mg 5.22 me2 “es, Tf he is cursed who removes his neighbour's 
landmark, how much more he who removes that of his God! The 
words may be thus paraphrased: They are become like those re- 
movers of landmarks, spoken of in the law of God, and on whom 
the Divine judgment is denounced ; in like manner will judgment: 
come upon them in full measure.’ (Compare the "2°72? 17? in iv. 4.) 
Ifthe ordinance of the law is carried back to its original idea—that 
property had in the land of the Lord a divine sanction—then it 
appears that the princes of Judah had been criminal far more 
than those who literally transgressed the precept; the latter were 
guilty of indirect, the former of direct, sacrilege. The curse must 
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therefore fall upon them with threefold weight. Hosea v. 11, 
“Ephraim is oppressed (72) and broken (Ὑ32) in judgment ; 
because he willingly walked after the commandment.” 78°72 
1ST 72. The first clause marks the threatening of the law as ful- 
filled, Deut. xxvii. 383—“‘ The fruit of thy land and all thy la- 
bours shall a nation which thou knowest not eat up; and thou 
shalt be only oppressed and crushed (¥77) ῬΥΩ͂Σ P2) always.” In 
the second clause “778 27 alludes to v. 14 of the same chapter. 
“And thou shalt not go aside from any of the words which I com- 
mand thee this day, to the right hand or to the left, to go after 
(πε m5?) other gods to serve them.” Lastly, the “5 alludes to v. 
15, “‘ But it shall come to pass, if thou wilt not hearken to the 
voice of the Lord thy God to observe to do all his commandments, 
“™™s2, and his statutes which I command thee this day, that all 
these curses shall come upon thee.” The “5, which has a contemp- 
tuous secondary meaning (see Isaiah xxviii. 10), stands in con- 
trast with "72 7°32, Thus the whole phraseology is founded on the 


word and spirit of the law, and by this means acquires its proper 


emphasis. 
Hosea v. 14, “I will tear and go away, I will take away, and 
3) one mays aah 
none shall rescue. ome S Compare Deut. xxx. 00. 


“Neither is there any that can deliver out of my hand.” "RAYS: 
22, The agreement must be so much the less accidental, since in 
ch. 1. 12 (10) we read, “And none shall deliver her owt of my 
hand,” where the "72 is inserted. These words, which are exactly 
suited to inflict a wound in the heart of secure sinners, are also 
quoted elsewhere, as in Isaiah xhu. 13. 

Hosea νυ. 15, “1 will go and return to my place, till they ac- 
knowledge their offence and seek my face (ΡΞ 2); in their afflic- 
tion (272 “S2) they will seek me early.” Compare Deut. iv. 29, 
30. ‘Iffrom thence thou shalt seesé the Lord thy God, thou 
shalt find him, if thou seek him with all thy heart and with all thy 
soul. When thou art in tribulation (4? “S2) and all these things 
are come upon thee, even in the latter days, then turn to the Lord 
thy God, and be obedient to his voice.” That Hosea had this 
passage before his eyes, and supposed that his contemporaries were 
acquainted with it, cannot be denied, on account of the very peculiar 
expression 4? "52, which is tantamount to a direct quotation. But 
the reference is rendered more certain since a second is found in 
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ch. vii. 10, ‘‘ And they do not return to the Lord their God, nor 
seek him for all this.” The judgments threatened in the law had 
in great part been inflicted, yet of their proper effects no traces 
could be found among the obdurate people. 

Hosea vi. 1, “Come and let us return unto the Lord ; for he 
hath torn, and he will heal us; he hath smitten, and he will bind 
us up.” It begins in harmony with Deut. iv. 30, “If thou turn 
to the Lord” corresponds to “let us return.” If we are disposed 
to verify the word of the Lord which he speaks concerning our com 
mission, he will also verify his word, which promises deliverance 
after punishment. This word is found in Deut. xxx. 39, “I 
kill and I make alive; I wound and I heal.” ‘The same verse is 
alluded to in ch. v.14. The source of alarm becomes now a 
source of comfort. ‘This is the more observable, since there is 
manifestly a reference here to ch. v. 14. “‘ Manifesto,” says 
MANGER, “‘respicit ad c. v.14, atque adeo ad plagas illas gra- 
vissimas, guas a Deo velut a leone iracundo acceperant.” 

Hosea vi. 2, “And we shall live in his sight.” Israel will 
obtain what Abraham supplicated for Ishmael. Gen. xvii. 18, 
ἴ.6. to be under God's protection—possessed of his favour. 

Hosea vi. 8, “And he (the Lord) shall come unto us as the 
rain, and as the latter and former rain unto the earth.” Compare 
Deut. xi. 14, “ That I will give you the rain of your land in his 
due season, the first rain and the latter rain.” Not merely rain 
from the Lord, says the prophet; the Lord himself will revive 
you, as spiritual rain. In Deuteronomy, rain is represented as a 
pledge of Divine grace, and therefore the Lord appears in it; from 
this it is only a single step to the representation in Hosea, where 
what was a form of the coming of the Lord is changed into an 
image of himself. Hosea follows here his own method of explain- 
ing the law spiritually: of tracing back the special to the general 
idea, of rising from the lower to the higher, with which we have 
already been made familiar by so many examples, which render 
one another mutual support. That the agreement here is not acci- 
dental, will be more apparent if we compare the other allusions to 
the same passage in Joel 11. 23; Ezek. xxxiv. 25; and Jer. v. 24 
(where the coincidence is complete). Hosea vii. 9, “ Ephraim 
hath mized himself among the people,” 77272 87 5%23 MEN, The 
opposite is expressed in Leviticus xx. 24, “I am the Lord your 
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God which have separated you from other people,” “727277788, 
pvazn-ya Bars “< and ye shall be holy unto me, for I the Lord am 
holy, and have severed you from other people,” 2227772 5278 7738 
“that ye should be mine.” In exhibiting the contrast of the 
fact and the idea, the allusion is so intentional in the form, that 
the prophet substitutes 552 for 573, differing only in one letter, 
and changes the * at the end into ™ at the beginning. Equally 
intentional is *°**2 in contrast to =xn ya, the preposition of rest 
being used instead of the preposition of motion, to indicate that 
the relations were exactly reversed. If there had not been a refer- 
ence to the law, the more definite word =*4 would have been used 
instead of 54°. 

Hosea viii. 6, “‘ For the calf of Samaria shall be for the flames,” 
joey bs mer aasu—~>, ~We must here, first of all, determine the 
meaning of sasv. The meaning flames depends upon the Heb- 
rew 33 and 729 a flame, and on the Arabic AK, excitare flam- 
mam vel ig qnem, and is therefore perfectly ascertained. On the other 
hand, the usual translation, ‘‘ the calf of Samaria shall be (broken 
in) pieces,” has nothing in its favour. The current derivation from 
the Talmudic 22», frangere, which is still found in WINER, has al- 
ready been completely set aside by SCHULTENS in his Opp. min., 
p- 329, and the new derivation which would connect the meaning 
pieces with the Arabic Wisk to kindle, thus 222», pro frag- 
mentis, scidiis quibus "οἱ. ignis sustinert potest, is very far 
fetched, and could, at all events, be only allowed, if the obvious 
meaning, flames, were quite unsuitable. The meaning ashes is 
more plausible, and has analogy in its favour, which Schultens 
brings forward from the Arabic ; guemadmodum »rgS est pulvis 
per aerem volitans in Camuso ας καὶ ardere. Yet it cannot 
compete with the meaning flames. Admitting, then, the word to 
mean flames, the allusion is obvious to the passages in the Penta. 
teuch, which narrate the proceedings of Moses in relation to the 
golden calf. “ And he took the calf which they had made and burnt 
it in the fire, and ground it to powder.” Exod. xxxii. 20. ‘“‘ And 
I took your sin, the calf which ye had made, and burnt it with fire, 
and stamped it, and ground it very small, until it was as small as 
dust.” What was made in fire was destroyed by fire. (Exod. 
xxx. 24.) The opinion of a reference to the Pentateuch is sup- 
ported by two other reasons. 1. In the first part of the verse 
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(‘for from Israel was it also, the workman made it, therefore it is 
not God’) there is an allusion to the narrative in Exodus; see ch. 
Xxxii. v. 1. “The people gathered themselves together unto 
Aaron, and said unto him, Up, make us gods.” 2. The pro- 
phet here makes use of a decurtata comparatio ; as if he should 
say, ‘It will fare no better with the calf of Samaria than with the 
calf in the wilderness which was burnt; this appears from a com- 
parison with ch. x. ver. 6. “Τὸ (the calf) shall be carried into As- 
syria for a present to King Jareb.” If the allusion to the Penta- 
teuch in the passage before us be not acknowledged, the prophet 
will be involved in a contradiction. The carrying into Assyria 
was in effect like the burning of the former calf, a practical proof 
that it was no god. 

Hosea viii. 2, ““ Because Ephraim hath made many altars to 
sin, altars shall be unto him to sin (were the cause of his sin.) 
Compare Deut. xii. 5. “ But unto the place which the Lord your 
God shall choose out of all your tribes to put his name there, even 
unto his habitation shall ye seek, and thither shall ye come.” ‘The 
allusion to this law respecting one place of public worship is ren- 
dered more certain, when we find that, immediately after, Israel is 
upbraided with dispensing with the written law of God, as was 
clearly shown by multiplying altars contrary to its plain literal 
injunctions. 

Hosea viii. 12, “1 have written to him, the multitude (literally 
the myriad), of my law.” The reading of the text 7 15 unques- 
tionably to be preferred ; besides the general reason for the K’thib 
there is a special one that the LXX. had 1 in the text, though 
they join it to the following clause: καταγράφω αὐτῷ πλῆθος" 
καὶ τα νόμιμα αὐτοῦ εἰς ἀλλότρια ἐλογίσθησαν. ‘The future 
P28 (which is chosen in order to mark the abiding validity of the 
law written centuries before—which God having once written, 
writes, as it were, continually), cannot serve to free the opponents 
of the existence and legal introduction of the Pentateuch into the 
kingdom of Israel, from the helpless perplexity in which they are 
_ involved by this passage. Even if we were to grant them their 
unexact translation, ‘‘ I prescribe,” yet EIcHHORN’s remark would 
still remain in force. (Hind. pt. 11. p. 604). ‘ As long as the law 
was merely oral, and merely propagated by custom, no one would 
use seribere for prescribere.’ The correctness of this remark is 
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confirmed by the only passage which can be adduced to justify the 
meaning prescribe (for Ps. xl. 8, where it is to be translated “ In 
the roll of the book it stands written of me;’ I am desired as a 
sacrifice—the surrender of my personality in opposition to all out- 
ward sacrifice; has certainly nothing to do with it) ; in 2 Kings 
xxl. 13, “ Because our Fathers have not hearkened unto the 
words of this book, to do according to all which is prescribed to 
us,” 22 SnSt7723, Here the command is a written one. But 
from that passage nothing can be gained in favour of the mean- 
ing prescribe in the passage before us. For the force of the 
preposition is evidently not in the verb sms, but is expressed by 
$x, which is wanting here; “ according to all which stands written 
therein respecting us, as binding on us as our duty.” Thus we 
are brought back to the meaning of zriting as the only proper 
one of =72; and the only legitimate manner of explaining the fu- 
ture, 1s the admission that the prophet used it as expressive of 
continuence—that God may be said to write his law continually, 
since, when once written, it has the same validity as if it were 
fresh written every moment. What, then, can be done with this 
passage ? By the admission that the Decalogue was then already 
written and acknowledged as Mosaic, our opponents will gain no- 
thing. Lor here a myriad of laws are spoken of, and if it must be 
also admitted that the expression is somewhat hyperbolical, yet we 
must understand it of a law as extensive as the present, unless we 
attribute to the prophet a ridiculous extravagance, an absurd hy- 
perbole, which would rob his denunciation of all its force. The 
only subterfuge remaining, is to regard the passage as spurious. 
Moreover, the prophet, in describing the pre-eminence which God 
imparted to Israel by the giving of the law, alludes to Deut. iv. 
6-8, “‘ And what nation is there so great that hath statutes and 
judgments so righteous, as all this law which I set before you this 
day ?” 

Hosea vii. 13, “They sacrifice flesh for the sacrifice of my 
offermgs and eat it, but the Lord accepteth them not; now will 
he remember their iniquity and visit their sins; they shall return 
to Egypt.” The first words, “ they sacrifice flesh,” &c. “and eat 
it,” (that is, the offerings which they profess to bring to me, are 
neither better nor worse than common flesh, such as is usually 
eaten), allude to Deut. xii. 15, “thou mayst kill and eat flesh in 
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all thy gates, whatsoever thy soul lusteth after” (3 mbox mat, in 
Hosea 128" “%2 ὙΠ50), In the preceding verses it is said, ‘‘'Take 
heed to thyself that thou offer not thy burnt-offerings in every 
place that thou seest. But in the place which the Lord shall 
choose in one of thy tribes, there shalt thou offer thy burnt-offer- 
ings, and there thou shalt do allthat [command thee.” Offerings 
which were presented, in violation of this injunction, not im the 
place which the Lord had chosen in Jerusalem, but in any place 
arbitrarily chosen by themselves, were nothing more than common 
flesh, which alone, according to the law, might be slain and eaten 
in any place that suited their pleasure. Now the connection of 
ver. 11-13 is evident; “‘the many altars” (many in opposition 
to the one prescribed by the law) “were to Ephraim for sin.” 
He had thereby shewn his contempt of the law by the giving of 
which God had favoured Israel, and by which their lives were to 
be regulated in their manifold relations from the greatest to the 
least. Since therefore they had no means of reconciliation, God 
would visit their sins ; no longer the people of the covenant, they 
would return to Egypt. Let it also be observed here, that the 
admission that the prophet knew the written law for himself is not 
sufficient. -His words could not produce the least effect, if that 
injunction respecting the unity of the place of worship had not 
been universally known and acknowledged as Mosaic. ‘The as- 
sertion that the sacrifices were common flesh, could only be under- 
stood by persons to whom the words of the Mosaic institution 
were familiar. Of the excuses, by which it might be attempted 
to justify deviations from the Mosaic law, the prophet needed to 
take no account ; for conscience would testify to their nullity, if 
the law was extant ; but if without being able to rely upon the 
law, he had condemned as a heinous sin an act apparently so 
innocent as the multiplication of altars, he would have exposed 
himself to ridicule. The question here was not a moral precept, 
but a positive enactment, on the propriety of which much might 
be argued either way, unless the authority of the lawgiver put a 
stop to all further examination. 

The last words of the verse ">? 5778272" allude to Deut. xxviii. 
68, ‘And the Lord shall bring thee into Egypt again 9.5 
42° with ships, by the way whereof I spake unto thee, thou 
shalt see it no more again; and there ye shall be sold unto your 
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enemies for bondmen and bondwomen, and no man shall buy 
you.” Sruck has correctly apprehended this allusion ; némirum 
tn servitutem et miseriam Aigyptiacam, hec pene loco recen- 
sentur ex antiquo vaticinio, Deut. xxvii. 68. The mention of 
Egypt can only be explained from the allusion to the Pentateuch, 
since what the Israelites had formerly suffered there was in vivid 
remembrance, and is introduced as a type of their future sufferings ; 
just as Shinar is by Zechariah, who lived after the return from the 
Babylonish Captivity (v. Christologie, part 11. p. 63); for that 
Moses did not think of Egypt in a special sense, that he only 
transferred the form of the past to the future, which resembled it 
essentially, is evident from the description he gives of the future 
instruments of the Divine punishment in another part of the same 
chapter, as a people hitherto unknown to the Israelites, barbarous 
and coming from afar. See ver. 33, 36, 49, 50, which does not 
suit the Egyptians. But the Egyptians of the prophecy could not 
be considered as such, to whom Israelitish slaves would be sold 
by their peculiar enemies; on the contrary it is said, ‘ Ye shall 
be sold there to your enemies ; and besides, the carrying back can 
refer only to the people in general, not to single individuals. But 
if we attend to the chronology, Kgyptin a special sense could not 
be intended by Hosea. Ashur stood clearly before his sight as the 
rod of God’s anger. When the prophet speaks without reference 
to the Pentateuch, it is of Assyria, the New Egypt, the Land of 
Captivity. The king of Ashur is the Melech Jareb, ver. 18; x. 
6; to him the calf was carried. As the beginning of their deso- 
lation proceeded from the Assyrians (x. 14), so likewise the com- 
pletion of it would come from the same quarter. A verbal refer- 
ence to the same prophecy, joined with an explanation of it, occurs 
in ch. ix. 3. “They shall not dwell in the Lord’s land ; but Eph- 
ram shall return to Egypt, and they shall eat unclean things in 
Assyria.’ Compare ver. 6, where the Egypt of the Pentateuch is 
individualised by the naming of its principal city (Memphis. ) 
The mere local position of Egypt and Assyria cannot be 
thought of, on account of the relation of these two hostile powers. 
Ch. xi. 5 1s particularly worthy of notice, where the prophet ex- 
plains himself as clearly as possible, and obviates every misunder- 
standing. ‘He (Ephraim) shall not return unto the land of 
Egypt, but the Assyrian shall be his King because he refused to 
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return (to repent.”) The expositors, who misunderstand the pas- 
sages already quoted, and do not see the allusions to the Penta- 
teuch, sadly fatigue themselves here. Certe nodus hic est vin- 
dice dignus says MANGER. ‘They try at any rate to get rid of the 
negative (s>) which is omitted in the LXX. If os» be only 
taken correctly in the other passages, there will be as little con- 
tradiction between “ they shall return to Egypt” and “they shall not 
return to Egypt,” as in the answer of the Baptist to the question 
whether he was Elias, when he both denied and affirmed it. (Ὁ. 
Christologie, part ui., p. 491.) Besides, in the passage before 
us, at the close, the return to Egypt (in an improper sense) is again 
indirectly maintained. or when it is said, ‘‘ because they refused 
to return” (to the Lord) it is implied that they must return (to 
Egypt), and this clause being connected by 55 with the words, 
“ but the Assyrian shall be his king,” serves to prove that As- 
syria is the Egypt of the prophet, and shows the futility of the at- 
tacks on the s>. Since they would not return to the Lord (is the 
sense), they must return not to Old Egypt, but to New Egypt. 
In νυ. 11 a return from Egypt is promised as a blessing, by which, 
according to our explanation, every misunderstanding is obviated. 

Hosea ix. 3, “ And they shall eat unclean things in Assyria,” 
Ver. 4, “ They shall not offer wine-offerings to the Lord, neither 
shall they be pleasing unto him ; their sacrifices shall be unto them 
as the bread of mourners ; all that eat thereof shall be polluted ; for 
their bread is only for them; it comes not into the house of the 
Lord.” The fourth verse is an explanation and confirmation of the 
third. All food must be sanctified by prayer and thanksgiving, by 
presentation to the Lord. Where these are wanting, all that men 
partake of is unclean ; even food clean in itself, is unclean out of 
the Lord’s land. Hitherto (is the prophet’s meaning) the use of 
prayer and thanksgiving has been merely a dead form ; now, from 
those who scorn to strive after the reality, the formis taken away ; 
the appearance of sanctity ceases, and internal profaneness becomes 
outwardly visible ; compare the same threatening to the Jews, 
Ezekiel iv. 18. In this passage we find several references to the 
Pentateuch. We perceive from it that the laws on account of 
the 722 were in force in the kingdom of Israel; there is an 
allusion to the 7%, which, together with the "42? and burnt-of- 
fering, was presented when the first fruits were dedicated to the 
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Lord ; Ley. xxiii. 9 ; before this was done, no food could be tasted 
(v. 14), it would have been unclean food; as in the captivity, 
when the presentation of the first fruits ceased, all which the Is- 
raelites partook of was unclean. Then, again, the comparison 
of the sacrifices which possibly they might present, to the bread 
of mourning, V8 Ἐπ which defiled all those who eat of it, 
shows that, in the kingdom of Israel, the laws relating to defile- 
ment by the dead were strictly observed. “Ἢ Ads verbis caulum 
status comparatur cum eo in quo per mores et leges Judworum 
li erant positt, gut mortuum propinguum lugebant, aut circa 
mortuum quovis modo fuerant occupatt ; hi nimirum habebantur 
immundi et quidquid attingerent, tpsos etiam cibos polluebant. 
Numer. xiv. MANGER. 19,22. Lastly, there is a special reference 
to Deut. xxvi. 14. When the tithes were presented as the law pre- 
scribed, the offerer was to say before the Lord, “I have not eaten 
thereof in my mourning, "83, neither have I taken away ought 
thereof for any unclean use, 8723, nor given ought thereof for the 
dead, 72?, as food for those who have been employed about the 
dead.” Now when with the loss of the sanctuary, the presentation 
of tithes and of first fruits ceased, all food became changed into 
bread of mourning, and food for the dead, unclean and defiling. 

Hosea ix. 5, ‘What will ye do in the solemn day (the day 
of assembling) 727 ΒΡ, and in the day of the feast of the Lord?” 
The passage proves that the m=», were celebrated in the king 
dom of Israel (compare 11. 11), and likewise the Passover, as the 
Feast κατ᾽ ἐξοχήν, or the great feasts generally. 

Hosea ix. 10, “I found Israel as grapes in the wilderness, ’ "3723 
este coxse, An undeniable allusion to Deut. xxxii. 10. “He 
found him (his people) in a desert land,’ "821 "2% Ra. The 
general image of an agreeable discovery (for that a decurtata 
comparatio is employed, is shown by the term fownd, otherwise 
inexplicable ; it is as if he had said he rejoiced over his people 
in the wilderness, as one who has made an agreeable discovery), 
in the Pentateuch is individualized by the prophet by the mention 
of grapes. The expression “ found,” is so peculiar that it can- 
not be attributed to an accidental agreement. 

“ But they went to Baal-peor, and separated themselves unto 
that shame.” Compare Numb. xxv. 8. 723 2232 os7e? 723", Per- 
haps 32 1s designedly substituted for 7», with an allusion to 
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the ordinances concerning the Nazarenes. ‘‘ And their abomina- 
tions, ="**F4¥, were according to their love” (= illicit intercourse). 
Compare Deut. vii. 26. ‘* Neither shalt thou bring an abomi- 
nation into thy house, lest thou be a cursed thing like it; but 
thou shalt utterly detest it (*3?%" 7P%), and thou shalt utterly 
abhor it; for it is a cursed thing.” Thus there are three un- 
deniable and very characteristic allusions in one and the same 
verse. 

Hosea ix. 12, “ I will bereave them, that there shall not be a 
man left.” πὰρ 25229, Compare Deut. xxxii. 25. “ The 
sword without and terror within shall dereave (Eng. Marg. 
Read.) 2%7, both the young man and the virgin, the suckling 
also with the man of grey hairs. The use of the verb ὅθ in both 
passages is very peculiar. 

Hosea x. 4, “ Thus judgment springeth up as hemlock, s+, in 
the furrows of the field” (the form "2%, Deut. xxxii. 18.) Compare 
Deut. xxix. 17. “ Lest there should be among you a root that 
beareth tx» gall (a poisonous herb. Marg. Read.) and worm- 
wood” (5323). Against understanding “2% of the Divine judg- 
ment, see MANGER. Amosv. 7, vi. 12, has taken both ux- and 
> from the Pentateuch. | 

Hosea x. 11, “ And Ephraim is as an heifer that is taught and 
loveth to tread out the corn; but I passed over upon her fair neck; 
I will make Ephraim to ride; Judah shall plow, and Jacob shall 
break his clods.” An allusion to Deut. xxv. 4, or rather a proof 
that the precept there given, “Thou shalt not muzzle the ox 
when he treadeth out the corn,” was obeyed in the kingdom of 
Israel ; this is of more importance, because such a precept, like 
many others in the Pentateuch, as for instance, not to seethe a kid 
in its mother's milk, not to slay the lamb and its dam on the same 
day, &c., had no foundation in the nature of things, but had a 
statutory or symbolic character. Compare 1 Cor. ix. 9; 1 Tim. 
v.18. Only the observance of that precept can explain the phrase 
“loveth to tread out the corn,” as contrasted with the unpleasant 
labour, the drawing, ploughing, and harrowing to which cattle that 
had grown too fat must be kept; (“1 passed over upon her fair 
neck.”) ‘The whole is, moreover, only an individualising of Deut. 
xxxu. 15, “‘ But Jeshurun waxed fat, and kicked,” &c.; ‘‘ then he 
forsook God which made him,” &c. 
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Hosea x. 14, “The mother was dashed in pieces upon her 
children.” Compare Gen. xxxii. 12 (11), “Deliver me from the 
hand of my brother, from the hand of Esau; for I fear him lest 
he will come and smite me, and the mother wpon (Marg. R.) the 
children.” ‘That the expression pua->y ON was proverbial, is as- 
serted without proof. It has a plain reference to Jacob's peculiar 
situation. See Gen. xxxiil. 1, ‘And he divided the children 
unto (72) Leah, and wnto Rachel, and wnto the two handmaids.” 
If at a later period it become proverbial, it was only on the autho- 
rity of this passage. Deuteronomy xxii. 6 is taken from it, where 
in reference to birds’-nesting it is said, “ thou shalt not take the 
dam with the young.” ‘The subject is a bird and its young ones, 
ἘΞ and 8's; the figurative expression, mother and sons, at the 
end, must indicate the symbolical character of this injunction 
(compare ver. 11); Israel having fallen under the Divine wrath, 
must now really suffer the calamity from which their forefather, 
standing in the Divine favour, had been preserved. 

Hosea xi. 8, “1 taught Ephraim also to go, taking them by 
their arms; but they knew not that I healed them.” Compare 
Deut. i. 31, “ The Lord thy God bare as a man doth his son.” 
In reference to healing, see Exodus xv. 26, “I am the Lord 
that healed thee.” 

Hosea xi. 7. “ And my people are bent to backsliding from 
me,” literally “are suspended,” 28°, Compare Deut. xxviii. 
66. “ And thy life shall hang in doubt (2857 7") before thee.” 
To be suspended—to hang in the air in constant peril. That the 
expression is borrowed by the prophet, may be assumed from its 
ereat peculiarity. Besides, the form xbm for sm only occurs in 
these two passages. The interpretation given by WINER, DE 
WETTE, and others, “populus meus inheret defectioni,’ falls to 
the ground when this allusion to the Pentateuch is poimted out ; 
though, on other grounds, it is impossible, for 5m means ἴ0 
hang, not to fasten, to adhere. 

Hosea xi. 8, “ How shall I give thee up, Ephraim? how shall I 
deliver thee up (77228), Israel ? how shall I make thee as Admah ? 
how shall I set thee as Zeboim ? mine heart is turned within me, 
my repentings are kindled together.” In the account of the de- 
struction of the cities of the Plain, Gen. xix. 25, only Sodom and 
Gomorrah are expressly mentioned ; but Admah and Zeboim are 
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included in “all the land of the Plains,” v. 28; for according to 
ch. xiv. Admah and Zeboim were situated there. But why does 
the prophet name Admah and Zeboim, places of little note? Evi- 
dently to indicate to his hearers and readers that it was not the 
locus classicus in Genesis which he meant to remind them of, 
but another in which the graphic menace is delivered with a ver- 
bal application to Israel. This passage is Deut. xxix. 22, where 
the Lord threatens backsliding Israel, that their whole land shall 
be consumed with brimstone and salt, so that nothing can be sown 
and grow, and no grass spring up in it, “ like the overthrow of 
Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboim, which the Lord over- 
threw im his anger and in his wrath.” ‘The word, of rare occurrence 
2228, is illustrated by Gen. xiv. 20, and indicates, that now, by 
Israel's guilt, the primary relation to their enemies, as it existed 
in the history of Abraham, was reversed, yet not irretrievably. 
The word 5332 directs us to Gen. xlii. 30, where Joseph's com- 
passion presents an earthly image of the Divine. As his brother 
was to him, so was Israel to God. As certainly as the foundation 
of his compassion was the fear of God, so certainly was his com- 
passion a practical prophecy of the compassion of God. This 
very peculiar expression is found besides only in 1 Kings iii. 
26, where likewise there is an allusion to the primary passage 
in Genesis. The expression mpd by 722 alludes to 772% and 
77 in Deut. xxix. 22, (23). Through the change in God’s heart, 
the revelation which, asit were, takes place there, will preserve Israel 
from change and revolution. And the expression at the beginning 
of ver. 9, “ I will not execute the fierceness of my anger” ¥? 
ἜΝ ὙΠῸ Fes, is founded on that in Deut. “ in his anger and in his 
wrath,” and alludes also to the 728 %> uttered by the All-merciful, 
Gen. xviii. 29, 30. Lastly, “I will not return to destroy Me? 
Ephraim,’ may be compared with Gen. xiii. 11 (10) “ Before the 
Lord destroyed τ πε, Sodom and Gomorrah,” and xix. 13, 
“ The Lord hath sent us to destroy it,” 77%, 

Hosea xu. 8-8. The train of thought is as follows.* God 
visits Jacob according to his works, and recompenses him ac- 
cording to his doings. His very names contained a great pro- 
mise and pledge of salvation (ver. 3). Jacob, while yet in his 





* Compare Manger’s excellent exposition. 
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mother’s womb, took hold of his brother by the heel, as embody- 
ing the election of grace, as an outline of later events under the 
Divine guidance : Israel, as a prince “le had power with God,” 
for God allowed himself to be conquered by him. Ver. 4, 5. 
These verses recount not merely a true past history, but one which 
was, at the same time, a prophecy. As certainly as God is Je- 
hovah, the I am, it lives again in every age. It now depends 
upon the people to become again a true Jacob, a true Israel. 1 
they returned sincerely to God, they might confidently depend 
upon him. Ver. 6, 7. But Israel is no longer Israel: he is 
become Canaan ; instead of conflicting and overcoming with God 
and man, he seeks his own advantage by fraud and injustice. 
Ver. 8. The history is here represented from the same point of 
view as in Genesis, not in reference to Jacob’s conduct, but God's 
grace; so that Sruck’s remark, gueriiur ante omnia, utrum, 
gue vates de patriarcha commemoraverit, in laudem an in 
vituperationem cjus dicta sint, 15 quite irrelevant. 

Hosea xu. 8, “ He took his brother by the heel in the womb, 
and by his strength he had power with God.” For the first 
clause, compare Gen. xxv. 26, “15 hand took hold on Esau’s 
heel”—Genesis xxvii. 36, where the verb sp» occurs. For the 
second clause, Gen. xxx. 29 (28), Ὁ Thy name shall be called no 
more Jacob, but Israel; for thou hast wrestled with God (7% 
DTN 35) and with men, and hast prevailed” (72). From this 
passage also 72°) in the following verse is taken. 

Hosea xu. 5 (4), “ Yea he fought with the angel and con- 
quered ; he wept and made supplication to him.” The modus of 
the conflict and the victory, by weeping and supplication (com- 
pare the allasion to it in Colossians iv. 12, ἀγωνιζεσθαι ἐν ταῖς 
Tpocevyais),is here particularly brought forward, for the purpose 
of shewing that to God, who suffered himself to be conquered by 
these weapons, belonged the honour—that access to the same 
victory should still stand open to Israel, since these are weapons 
which the weakest can use. 

“He found him in Bethel, and there he spake with us.” Com- 
pare Gen. xxxv. 9, when at Bethel the name of Israel was con- 
firmed to Jacob. (‘‘ With us,” indicates that Jacob is regarded 
here not as an individual, but as the progenitor of a race; that 


what was promised to him was promised to the whole nation. 
I 
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Compare ver. 4 in relation to ver. 8, where the writer, after he 
had been speaking in ver. 2 of Jacob the people, now relatse 
without a fresh mention of the name, the actions of Jacob the 
progenitor). | 

Hosea xii. 6 (5), ‘ Even Jehovah, the God of Hosts, Jehovah 
is his memorial.” ‘The foundation of the perpetuity of what the 
Lord had done to their progenitor. The allusion to Exod. 111. 15 
is undeniable, “ ‘Thus shalt thou say unto the children of Israel, 
Jehovah, God of your Fathers, hath sent me to you; this is my 
name for ever, and this is my memorial for all generations.” “ Lv 
loco gemino,” says MANGER, “Ha. ii. 19, unde noster manifesto 
desumtus est, deus nomen Jehovah eadem voce adhibita, suum 
esse memoriale affirmaverut, habendum esse ab hoc populo pro 
vero certoqgue omnis suae fiduciee objecto, quare alterum illum 
titulum det, qui omnipotentiam ejus designat, nune etiam addi- 
tum videmus.’ “‘ Jehovah” has here, as in the primary passage, 
the meaning of pure Berna. ‘That “the unchangeable” is too 
confined a signification is shown by the addition, “The God of 
Hosts.” 

Hosea xii. 8 (7), “‘ Canaan, (a merchant), the balances of de- 
ceit are in his hand—he loveth to do unjustly.” The term 
Canaan is ambiguous. From being Israel he is become Canaan; 
from a bold wrestler he is changed into a cunning merchant. ‘The 
mama "282 stand opposed to PTS "#8, which, according to Leviticus 
xix. 36, ought to be used in Israel. False weights are forbidden 
there, chiefly as a species of injustice. This particular species is 
mentioned here on account of the >; compare Deut. xxv. 13-16. 
With 278 7222, compare *™2-rN pe, Levit. v. 21-23; compare 
Deut. xxiv. 14. “ Ho vero,” says MANGER, “ majorem reprehen- 
sionem habet, quod mercator dicitur, cujus lances sint dolosae, 
quo majort securitate id genus fraudis ex rep. Hebr. deus per 
expressas leges prescripserat.” 

Hosea xii. 9 (8). And Ephraim said, yet I am become rich : 
T have found me out substance ; in all my labours they shail find 
none iniquity in me that were sin.” This delineation of impeni- 
tent self-deception, isin striking agreement with Deut. xxix. 18 (19) 
“And it come to pass when he heareth the words of this curse, 
that he bless himself in his heart, saying I shall have peace,” &c. 
See also Deut. vii. 17. 
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Hosea xii. 10 (9), “And I that am the Lord thy God from 
the land of Egypt, will yet make thee to dwell in tabernacles as in 
the days of the solemn feast.” Since they had placed their confi- 
dence in the deceitfulness of riches, instead of the Lord their God, 
who brought them out of Egypt, they must repeat their wander- 
ings in the wilderness. The same cause which deferred for forty 
years their obtaining possession of the land of Canaan (see Num- 
bers xiv. 38, “ And your children shall wander in the wilderness 
forty years, and bear your whoredoms, until your carcases be 
wasted in the wilderness”) would now exclude them from it. The 
dwelling in tabernacles was now a feast for them; soon it would 
be a burden, a punishment. The Feast of Tabernacles was one 
of the ΞΘ; the more exact designation belongs to the connec- 
tion. The prophet had Lev. xxii. specially in view, where, in 
enumerating the ov, it is said, ver. 42, “ Ye shall dwell in 
booths seven days ;” ver. 48, “‘ That your generations may know 
that I made the children of Israel to dwell in booths, when I 
brought them up out of the land of Egypt; I am the Lord your 
God.” The clause, “I am the Lord thy God from the land of 
Egypt,” is merely abridged from this passage. The 77°87? in 
Hosea corresponds to the *2¥°7 in Leviticus. The preterite is 
changed by the ingratitude of the people into the future. Com- 
pare also Deut vi. 10, ““And when the Lord thy God shall have 
brought thee into the land which he sware unto thy fathers 

to give thee great and goodly cities which thou 
ὙΠ not, and houses full of all good things which thou fillest 
not, and wells digged, which thou diggest not, vineyards and 
olives which thou plantest not; when thou shalt have eaten and 
be full, then beware lest thou forget the Lord, which brought thee 
forth out of the land of Egypt.” The grounds of the declaration 
of the repetition of the wandering in the wilderness, are to be found 
in this passage. ‘The eating, and being full, and forgetting the 
Lord, was expressed in the preceding verse; “ And Ephraim said, 
yet I am become rich, I have found me out substance.” This 
passage alone would be sufficient to set in a right light the asser- 
tion of Von BoHLEN and VarKeE that the Feast of Tabernacles 
was first celebrated in the time of Nehemiah; though we shall in 
the sequel more fully expose its falsity. GxrorGE (die Jitdischen 
Feste. Berlin 1835, p. 177) admits, that here is unquestionably 8 

τ 
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reference to the Feast of Tabernacles, but from his attachment to 
an unsubstantial hypothesis, presumes that the Feast of Taberna- 
cles is introduced here without any reference to the sojourn in the 
wilderness, of which he considers that nothing is said; that the 
prophet’s language means, “ I will make you dwell in tabernacles 
instead of palaces, as you do now at the time of the feast.” But 
the undeniable allusion to the passage in Leviticus is thus alto- 
gether passed over; the connection of the words, “I am the 
Lord thy God from the land of Egypt,’ with the following 
clause, ‘ will yet make thee to dwell in tabernacles,” is so broken 
that the author must indulge in an arbitrary interpolation, to give 
even the appearance of connection ; the ty which expresses the 
contrast, contrary to the opinion that the dwelling in tabernacles 
was something purely past, loses its force; and the comparison 
with the Feast of Tabernacles is altogether empty and destitute of 
any deeper reference. Indeed the author had reason for getting 
rid of the correct sense at any rate; for let this be established, and 
it is all over with his hypothesis, according to which the Feast of 
Tabernacles was originally a mere feast suited to the season of the 
year, and only in later times was brought into any connection 
with the j journey through the wilderness. 

Hosea xii. 12 (11), “Is there iniquity in Gilead ? Surely they 
are vanity ; they sacrifice bullocks in Gilgal, yea their altars are 
as heaps (of stones) 5°? in the furrows of the fields.” The place 
where Jacob swore by the fear of his father Isaac, the hill of God 
as a witness against breach of faith (Gen. xxxi. 48), had lost all 
its significance, and the name was become a nomen vanum. Some- 
thing of > there was still in Gilead, as in Gilgal, which received 
its name in remembrance of the covenant with the Lord, renewed 
by circumcision, but it is a contemptible Ga/, that has nothing in 
common with the original but the sound. 

Hosea xii. 13-15 (12-14). The meaning and connection are 
as follows. The progenitor of Israel fled alone, helpless, from 
his home, to strangers; there, without property, he was obliged to 
endure a hard servitude for a wife ; his posterity were led by God, 
through his servant Moses, from a strange land to a home; and 
while Jacob was obliged to guard his flocks, they were guarded 
by God when increased to an innumerable host. And yet, what 
criminal ingratitude ! 
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V. 13 and 14 form an epitome of the confession that every Is- 
raelite (in order that the difference between their former and pre- 
sent condition might be kept in lively remembrance) was bound 
to make every year, on presenting tle first-fruits, Deut. xxvi. 5. 
“ And thou shalt speak and say before the Lord thy God, ἃ Sy- 
rian ready to perish was my father,” &c. This confession forms 
the best comment on these verses. 

V. 138, ‘And Jacob fled into the country of Syria,” compare 
Gen. xxvii. 41. ®78 "% corresponds to =8 178, so that πτὸ 15 
merely an interpretation of the Aramaic name. In reference to 
‘he fled,” compare “ flee thou,” Gen. xxvii. 43. 

‘And Israel served for a wife, and for a wife he kept sheep.” 
Compare Gen. xxix. 8, “I will serve thee seven years for Rachel 
thy youngest daughter ;” v. 20, “And Jacob served seven years 
for Rachael.” Jacob makes use of the word “ον in treating with 
Laban,” Gen. xxx. 31; and all that he endured in keeping the 
sheep he describes in ch. xxxi. 40. 

V. 14 (18), “ And by a prophet the Lord brought Israel out 
of Egypt, and by a prophet was he preserved. Moses designates 
himself a prophet ss: in Deut. xviii. 18, where he promises the 
people that God would raise up a prophet like unto himself. 

V. 15 (14), “ Ephraim provoked him to anger most bitterly ; 
therefore shall he leave his blood upon him, and his reproach 
shall his Lord return unto him.” Lev. xx. 9. In the enumeration 
of the hemous crimes which were to be punished with death, it 1s 


wos 


always said at the close 2 *7"27. It remains upon them, since they 
are their own murderers; it will not be avenged on those who, as 
ministers of the Divine justice, have brought them to death. The 
word 9125 is chosen with an allusion to Gen. ix. 5, “ Your blood 
will I require,” *"78. Intentionally a word is chosen of similar 
sound but of opposite meaning, in order to make the contrast 
more striking—the suspension of the Divine promise so much the 
more sensible. 

Hosea ch. xii. 1, “When Ephraim uttered perversity ( ὦ, de 
eo qui vitto linguae unam literam pro alia profert aut qui con- 
Suse perplexeque loquitur, MANGER) then he bore his sin in 
Israel ; and he incurred guilt towards Baal, and died.” The first 
clause relates to the offence committed by the introduction of the 
worship of the calves. The confuse perplereque loqui pomts 
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out very distinctly the mixture of truth and falsehood in Jero- 
boam and her priests. Joined to this, as a second step, is the 
introduction of the worship of Baal. In the passage before 
quoted from Ley. xx. 9, the phrases 53 5727, 579 "8, and nin 
72 are constantly either connected, or placed alternately ; and 
generally the phrase ἪΡ sv is very frequent in Leviticus. See v. 
1, 17, vii. 18, xvii. 16, xxiv. 15. Ephraim appears as a criminal 
who by a righteous Divine sentence, incurs the deserved and 
threatened punishment of the law. 

Hosea xii. 6, ‘‘ According to their pasture so were they filled ; 
they were filled, and their heart was exalted, therefore have they 
forgotten me.” An.abstract of Deut. vii. 10, where every word 
occurs with the exception of ®%°272>, and in the same order as here, 
the being full—the heart being lifted up—and the forgetting Ged. 
What the lawgiver forewarned is now come to pass. The fourth and 
fifth verses in Hosea correspond closely to the 15th and 16th in 
Deut. Compare also Deut. xxxi. 20; xxxu. 15. 

Hosea xiii. 9, “ O Israel, thou hast destroyed thyself, for against 
me art thou, thy help.” "f% is from Deut. xxxii. 5 ;* 472 from 
Deut. xxxili. 26. “Thereis none like unto the God of Jeshurun, 
who rideth upon the heaven in thy help,” or “ as thy help,” 4723 
compare ver. 29, “ O people, saved by the Lord, the shield of thy 
help,” "72 22. 

18 ver. “‘ He is an unwise son;” Deut. xxxii. 6, “ O foolish 
people and unwise!” Compare ver. 28, where the sentiment is 
just the same as here, the foolishness of the people who sought not 
to free themselves from the Divine judgments by true repentance. 

Hosea xiv. 2 (1), “ O Israel, return unto the Lord thy God, 
for thou hast fallen by thine iniquity.” Compare Deut. iv. 80; 
xxx. 1, “ When thou art in tribulation, and all these things come 
upon thee, even in the latter days if thou turn to (sy) the Lord thy 
God, and shalt be obedient to his voice.” The whole passage 
(1-10) forms the foundation, the higher sanction, for the exhorta- 
tion and promise of the prophet. 





* See VirrinGa, ad Cant. Mosis, p. 49. Turpe vitium transgressionis foederis non 
imputandum est Deo, sed Israelitis. Illi se corruperunt, eodem modo ac sensu, ac Ho- 
seas, idem agens, quod hoc loco Moses. 6. xiii. 9; corruptio tua est Israel (more cor- 
rectly corrupit te Israel, etc.) 
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Ver. 3 (2), “ Take with you words, and turn to the Lord; say 
unto him, Take away all iniquity, and receive us graciously; so 
will we render calves, our lips.” ‘ Take with you words,” traces 
back a symbolic act commanded in the law to its original charac- 
ter, which appeared in that act only as embodied in it. Exod. 
xxi. 16; xxxiv. 20, “ None shall appear before me empty.” 
Deut. xvi. 16, 17, “ They shall not appear before the Lord 
empty (at the three great feasts). very man shall give as he is 
able, according to the blessing of the Lord thy God which he hath 
given thee.” “ Verba,” says MANGER, “ loco nimirum hostia- 
rum et munerum que ceteroquin deo tanquam regi ab omnibus 
debebant efferri ad ipsum accedentibus; . . . unde factum, 
ut sacrificia munerum rationem haberent, et commune nomine 
mirza donorum dicerentur.’ “ We will render thee calves, our 
lips,” that is, we will present the offering of our thanks to thee 
which thou hast desired in the law under ie symbol of the sacrifice 
of cattle. This clause is explained in part from Lev. in. 1-5, ac- 
cording to which, cattle are presented as ΣΕ ΘΞ is not used 
there, but only “73, and so we may compare Exod. xxiv. 5. And 
the sacrificed peace-offerings of oxen unto the Lord, after the ra- 
tification of the covenant 3°72 72725224 2721, What took place at 
the ee of the covenant is ‘repeated at its renewal. 

Ver. 4, “ For with thee the fatherless find mercy, as thou hast 
said in ie word.’ Compare Exod. xxu. 21-23; Deut. x. 18. 

Lastly, the close in ver. 10 is based on Deut. xxxu. 29. 
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AMOS. 


WE now turn to Amos. The intimate acquaintance with the 
Pentateuch which he discovers is so much the more remarkable, 
because he was an individual of the lowest class, a herdsman, and 
not educated in any school of the prophets. That this acquaint- 
ance was derived alone from the kingdom of Judah, to which 
Amos originally belonged, cannot be maintained, since the strong 
tendency to introduce not only the sentiments but the words of the 
Pentateuch presupposes, that the Pentateuch was in the hands of 
the ungodly members of the kingdom of the Ten Tribes, and that 
they were familiar with its contents ; but still more, the kind and 
mode of the allusions, in this prophet as much as in Hosea, tend 
to show, that the whole Israclitish system of religion, with the ex- 
ception of the deviations introduced by Jeroboam, was strictlyin ac- 
cordance with the prescriptions of the Pentateuch. It is also strik- 
ing, that here, asin Hosea, the most frequent and literal references 
are made precisely to that book, whose later origin has been most 
confidently maintained—a fact partly explained from the circum- 
stance that Deuteronomy being a recapitulation of the law, would 
be most read—besides, that this book, from its hortatory character, 
forms a kind of link between the Law and the Prophets, and the 
inaterials furnished by the preceding books assume in part a pro- 
phetic form. We adduce, moreover, that which, if it were pre- 
sented alone, would not suffice as evidence, and expect from our 
opponents that they will not attack it in an isolated form, but 
either follow our induction of proof step by step, or conscien- 
tiously select such parts in which the idea of their being borrowed 
will occur at first blush Only in this manner can the ques- 
tion be brought nearer its decision; unworthy artifices cannot be 
long maintained. Many things which, at first sight, appear as 
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far-fetched and over-strained, have been acknowledged by those 
who, from the passages in question, have formed a correct view 
of the relation of the Prophets to the Law, to be easy, natural, 
and certain. And should some passages here and there be left, 
about which, even considered from a right point of view, the agree- 
ment may be thought to be accidental, yet these passages, by a 
renewed and close examination, will be easily compensated by a 
far greater number at which no exception can be taken. How 
little in such investigations, where so much depends on a fortunate 
glance, we may venture to believe can be gained all at once by the 
most zealous attempt, 15 proved by a comparison of the present re- 
presentation with an earlier, in the Lit. Anzeiger, 1888, No40. The 
mithor believed that he had there given, in tolerable completeness, 
the important allusions in Amos to the Pentateuch ; but a repeated 
examination doubled the number, and the later instances were not 
inferior to the former in intrinsic value. Let us now examine them 
individually. 

‘Amos 1. 11. In the denunciation of punishment on Edom, it is 
alleged as the ground of the Divine sentence, “because he did 
pursue his brother with the sword, and did cast off all pity, and 
his anger did tear perpetually, and kept his wrath for ever.” ‘The 
circumstances of their progenitor, as narrated in Genesis, are 
assumed to be known. Perhaps there is besides a special allu- 
sion to Deut. xxi. 8 (7), “Thou shalt not abhor an Edomite, 
for he is thy brother.” For the same reason for which this injunc- 
tion was given to Israel, the Divine vengeance went forth over 
Edom, so that the threatening may be regarded as a fitting sequel 
to the injunction. 

Amos i. 2, “ But I will send a fire upon Moab, and it shall 
devour the palaces of Kirioth, and Moab shall die with tumult, 
with shouting, and with the sound of the trumpet.” The first 
part of this verse alludes to Numb. xxi. 28, where, in the song on 
the defeat of the Moabites by the Amorites, it 15 said, 

“For there is a fire gone out of Heshbon, 
A flame from the city of Sihon ; 
It hath consumed Ar of Moab, 
And the lords of the high places of Arnon.” 
Amos announces that since the Moabites had provoked afresh the 
wrath of God, that event would he repeated. ‘The representation 
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of the punishment under the image of fire is specially chosen with 
reference to Moab, and then, on account of a similarity of circum- 
stances, is transferred to other nations. Compare i. 4, &c. The 
second part alludes to Numbers xxiv. 17, There the Moabites, 
in the annunciation of their destruction by Balaam, are designated 
m2, sons of tumult, ™? by derivation and meaning being equi- 
valent to 78%. (See the Lexicons.) In allusion to this passage 
Amos chuses +xva in order to point out the Divine lex talionis. 
“ [psi ili,” says VERSCHUIR, “ gui dicuntur jilii tumultus, per 
talem etiam interirent tumultum, eadem voce designatum.” Jere- 
miah 11. 55 offers an analogy for the relation of pxz2 to me “a. 
“ Because the Lord hath spoiled Babylon, 
And destroyed out of her the great voice ; 


When her waves do roar like great waters, 
A noise of their voice is uttered.” 


“ Redditur vox eorum,’ says MICHAELIS, “ gue prius triumph- 
orum erat, vox strepitus vastatorum et ejulationis magnae.” It 
is remarkable that the same twofold allusion is combined in one 
verse by Jeremiah : 
But a fire shall come out of Heshbon, 
And a flame from the midst of Sihon, 
And shall devour the corner of Moab, 
And the crown of the head of the Tumultuous ones. ; 
(Children of noise; Eng. Marg. R.), xlviii. 45. 
If here the reference to Numb. xxiv. is universally admitted, it 
cannot be denied in Amos. Jeremiah, like Amos, substitutes yx 
for nv. Moreover, in mv 3 there is perhaps a twofold meaning ; 
sons of tumult, in an active and passive sense, so that yxws comes 
somewhat nearer to ny “2; in Jeremiah at least this is very pro- 
bable. Compare the use of pxe in Jerem. xxv. 31, xlvi. 17, &c. 
Amos 11. 7, 
They turn aside aro the way of the meek ; 
And a man and his father will go 
in unto the same maid, 
To profane my holy name. 
Here everything rests upon the law ; just as the prophet, in ch. 1]. 
4, denounces the wrath of God on Judah. 


Because they have despised the law of the Lord, 
And have not kept his commandments. 


The peculiar word "7 is also repeated in ch. v. 12. ‘They turn 
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aside the poor in the gate,” 7. See on "£7, which may be used 
as well of a person as of their right, their way; Christologie, 
Part ui. p. 418. In the Pentateuch it is ‘very common in a 
similar reference; thus Exod. xxi. 6, “* Thou shalt not wrest 
(πῶσ 8>) the judgment of the poor,” to which Amos v. 12 alludes; 
they turn aside ™5 the poor in the gate,” where “2*2 corres- 
ponds to %8%2 in Deut. xvi. 19, “Thou shalt not wrest judg: 
ment, thou shalt not respect persons, neither take a gift, &c. 
Justice, justice shalt thou follow, that thou mayest live and in- 
herit the land which the Lord thy God giveth thee ;” xxiv. 17, 
“Thou shalt not pervert the judgment of thestranger.’ Lastly, 
Deut. xxvii. 19, ‘Cursed be he that perverteth the judgment 
of the stranger, fatherless, and widow.” ‘To this the terrible 
“Sis prefixed. That the prophet had this passage immediately 
in view, is apparent from the turning aside the right of the poor 
being put in immediate connection with the crime of incestuous 
intercourse. That all the passages in the other books of Scrip- 
ture, in which "2" occurs in this meaning and connection, allude 
to the Pentateuch (for i instance, Proy. xviii. 5), may be easily shown. 
In reference to “aman and his father,” &c., besides, Deut. xx. vii. 
18, see Lev. xviii. 8, xx. 2; Deut. xxiii. 1 (xxii. 30). The clause 
“to profane my holy name,’ &c., &e., occurs literally in Lev. xx. 
3, “to defile my sanctuary, and to profane my holy name,” 7207" 
cee τὸ . Compare xvii. 21, xxi.'6, xxii. 81, 32. . “ There- 
fore ye shall keep my commandments and do them: I am the 
Lord. Neither shall ye profane my holy name, but I will be hal- 
lowed among the children of Israel; I am the Lord which hal- 
low you.’ God, holy in himself, requires also, as far as he is 
holy in the Church, every connection with sin to be abandoned. 
Hence whoever wantonly transgresses his commands, the image 
of his holiness, profanes God's name, God himself, as far as he 
ig manifested in his Church. Hence the far more fearful charac- 
ter of sin in the Church of God than among the Heathen, and 
hence the far more fearful punishment. Amos 1]. 8. 
And they lay themselves down upon pledged clothes 
By every altar, 
And they drink the wine of the condemned 
(wine which has been purchased with fines 


of persons unjustly condemned) 
Tn the house of their God. 
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In a graphic representation, which is not to be taken literally, but 
of which only the leading ideas are to be dwelt upon, the pro- 
phet depicts the glaring contradiction between the observance of 
the external duties of religion, and the neglect of such as are 
internal. Compare, in reference to the “ pledged clothes,” Exod. 
— Xxii. 25, 26, (26, 27), “If thou at all take thy neighbours 
raiment to pledge, thou shalt deliver it unto him by that the sun 
goeth down. For that is his covering only, it is his raiment for 
his skin: And it shall come to pass when he crieth unto me, that 
I will hear; for 1 am gracious.” Deut. xxiv. 12. ‘ And if the 
man be poor, thou shalt not sleep wpon his pledge (most 
translate it ‘ with his pledge,’ but the following phrase, 322% 
‘nae2, and the passage in Amos, are against it). In any case thou 
shalt deliver him the pledge again when the sun goeth down, that 
he may sleep in his own garment and bless thee; and it shall be 
righteousness unto thee before the Lord thy God; .. . v. 17, 
“Thou shalt not pervert the judgment of the stranger, nor of the 
fatherless, nor take a widow's raiment to pledge.” That the pro- 
phet had principally the last passage in view, is probable from the 
clause respecting lymg on the pledged clothes, and that on per- 
verting judgment. Compare v. 7. That in the law the Divine 
wrath is threatened against the transgressor of this injunction, 
and its fulfilment is marked as an indispensable condition of right- 
eousness before God, sets the contrast of the two modes of acting 
inso much the stronger light. | 

In verse 9, the hyperbolical description of the strength and sta- 
ture of the Amorites is founded on the report of the spies, Numb. 
xi. 32, 33. The mention of the Amorites for the whole po- 
pulation of Canaan occurs in exactly the same connection in 
Deut. 1. 20, and in ver. 28 a similar hyperbolical description is 
given. 

Amos 11. 10, “ And led you forty years through the wilderness.” 
my DwaN “ATES DPN oh exactly the same as Deut. xxix. 4 (5) 
merely with the transposition of "προ. The future with Vau 
Conversive is in both places connected with the coming out of 
Egypt. The first half of the verse, “also I brought you up from - 
the land of Egypt,” agrees, with the exception of the exchange of 
a single expression for another equivalent one, with the introduc- 
tion to the ten commandments, Exod. xx. 2, Deut. v. 6. There 
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the words were placed before the commandments as a ground of 
obligation to keep them, here before the reprimand for the neglect 
of the law as the ground of thei culpability. Israel had not 
treated with contempt a foreign or imaginary God, but her own 
(Grod—that God who had made himself known by illustrious proofs 
of his grace and omnipotence. 

In verses 11 and 12 it is adduced as an instance of the ingrati- 
tude of the Israelites towards the Divine favour vouchsafed to them, 
that they reduced the Nazarites, whom God. had furnished with 
special gifts of sanctification, to violate their vow, the keeping of 
which formed the basis of those Divine gifts of grace which they 
in this manner presumptously caused to be withdrawn. ‘ And I 
raised up of your young men for Nazarites. . . But ye gave 
the Nazarites wine to drink.” Here is not only a reference to the 
law (including a promise) respecting the Nazarites, Numb. vi. 8, 
but it is also evident that this institution, according to the pre- 
scriptions of the Pentateuch, was in existence in the kingdom of 
Israel. The words stand in exact designed agreement with Gen. 
xix. 32, 84. The proceeding of the Israelites is by this allusion 
marked as equally abominable as that of the daughters of Lot, by 
which they seduced their father to commit incest. Likewise ver. 
11,12, “And I raised up of your sons for prophets. . . And 
ye commanded the prophets saying, prophecy not.” Compare 
Deut. xvii. 15, “ A prophet (a personification of the idea which 
would be manifested in a whole number of single individuals) the 
Lord thy God will raise up unto thee, from the midst of thee, of 
thy brethren, like unto me, wato him ye shall hearken ; ver. 19, 
“ And it shall come to pass that whosoever will not hearken to my 
words which he shall speak in my name, 1 will require it of him.” 
The raising up of prophets is in one passage promised, and in the 
other announced as an act of God’s grace; there obedience is 
commanded, and here disobedience is rebuked. Instead of heark- 
ening to the prophets in reverential silence, they had imposed 
silence upon them. When the prophet denounced the Divine 
punishment upon them for this conduct, ver. 13, he only repeated 
what God had threatened in his law, when such a case as now 
occurred should happen. 

Amos ui. 2, “ You only have I known of all the families of 
the earth.” Compare Deut. xiv. 2, “The Lord hath chosen thee 
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to be a peculiar people unto himself, above all the nations that 
are upon the earth.’ The use of "2% shows, that there is a 
latent allusion to the promise made to Abraham, Gen. xu. 8, “ In 
thee shall all families of the earth be blessed,” in which “ thee I 
bless,” or “ thee I have known” lies included. 

Ver. 7, ‘ Surely the Lord God will do nothing, but he revealeth 
his secret unto his servants the prophets.” Here, as Jerome has 
remarked, we are reminded of a memorable instance in ancient 
times, Gen. xviii. 17, “ And the Lord said, shall I hide from 
Abraham that thing which I do?” The similarity is more strik- 
ing since the gencral sentiment here stands in special reference to 
a threatening judgment. 

Ver. 14, “‘ And the horns of the altar shall be cut off and fall 
to the ground.” ‘This shows that the construction of the altar at 
Bethel, even to the horns which were marked and sprinkled with 
the blood of the sacrifices, resembled that prescribed in the Penta- 

teuch, Exod. xxvii. 2; xxix. 12; Levit. iv. 25. 

In ch. iv. 4, and v. 5, besides Gilgal, Bethel, and Beersheba, 
situated in the kingdom of Judah, are mentioned as the places 
where Israel, with peculiar zeal, rendered its self-chosen service to 
the Lord. That exactly these places that were hallowed by strik- 
ing events in the lives of the patriarchs should be chosen, that 
the remoteness of the last and its position out of the land of Israel, 
did not deter from mentioning it, is a proof of intimate acquaint- 
ance with the contents of the Pentateuch, from which it was at- 
tempted to combat the pretensions of the Jews to the exclusive 
sacredness of Jerusalem, which is not mentioned by the prophet. 

Likewise in ch. iv. 4 the prophet demands of the Israelites with 
bitter ridicule of their self-chosen worship (which, instead of obli 
terating as they imagined, only increased their guilt), “ bring your 
sacrifices every morning, and your tithes every three days.” The 
former clause shows that the ordinance respecting the morning sa- 
crifice, Num. xxiv. 3, were also observed in the kingdom of Israel ; 
the latter (which is equivalent to saying, if ye would bring every 
three days the tithes which the Lord required to be given every 
three years it would avail you nothing) proves the compliance with 
the Mosaic regulations respecting the three years tithes, which 
are found in Deuteronomy, and only there (xiv. 28, xxvi. 12; 
compare MicHaE.is, Mos. Recht. iv., § 192.) 
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Ver. 5, ‘‘ Offer (by burning) a sacrifice of thanks, giving with 
leaven, 15 said in allusion to Lev. u. 11, and vil. 12, according 
to which nothing leavened was to be burnt in burnt-offerings gene- 
rally, and especially in thank-offerings "7", as if it had been said, 
burn as often as you please your thank-offerings, which, if they 
are outwardly in accordance with the prescriptions of the law, 
are inwardly so bad that they may be considered the same as 
leavened: thev want, indeed, the material of leaven, but the essence 
is there in abundance. (Leaven was the symbol of κακία and 
πονηρία, but ἄζυμα of εἰλικρίνεια and ἀλήθεια; see 1 Cor. v. 8.) 
Hence it is evident, in the first place, that in the kingdom of 
Israel thank-offerings were presented according to the prescription 
of the law; and, secondly, that they consisted of unleavened ma- 
terials. From the same verse it also appears that the presentation 
of free-will gifts "7 (Lev. xx. 18, Deut. xii. 6) was pe in 
the kingdom of Israel. 

The enumeration of the miseries which, in consequence of their 
apostacy, were already come upon Israel, in the 6th and following 
verses, form a compendium of Deut. xxviii. and Lev. xxvi. The 
principal calamities denounced in those chapters had already been 
inflicted: the greatest, and last, the Captivity, still remained (ver. 
3 and 4 compared with 12), and that it would not fail was as cer- 
tain as that God had hitherto kept his word. ‘There is a striking 
verbal agreement with Deut. in 54274, want of bread, in ver. 6 
compared with 72°25, want of all things, in Deut. xxviii. 48, 57. 
“27 does not occur elsewhere ; then, again, T= and ἪΡ are con- 
nected together as in Deut. xxvii. 22, from which they are bor- 
rowed in Solomon's consecration prayer, 1 Kings viii. 87, “1 have 
sent among you the pestilence,” 522°"07¥, “after the manner of 
πο ),.\ ver. 10: reters: specially to Lev. xxvi..25.. In 
both passages the pestilence and the sword of the enemy are con- 
nected together. ‘The phrase “ after the manner of Egypt” (com- 
pare Deut. xxvii. 60, ‘‘ moreover, he will bring upon thee all the 
diseases of Egypt which thou was afraid of, and they shall cleave 
unto thee’) alludes to Exod. ix. 3. What is there related in re- 
ference to the Egyptians was a practical prophecy in reference to 
the Israelites in case they became like the Egyptians. 

The refret or burden of the song in ver. 6, 8,9, 10, “‘ Yet have 
ye not returned to me,’ "7 ena NH alludes to Deut. iv. 29 (80), 
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“ When thou art in tribulation, and all these words (2 3) are 
come upon thee, even in the latter days, if thou turn to the Lord 
thy God (772 72%) and shalt be obedient unto his voice.” The 
tribulation already existed in a pressing degree—the words were 
already in part fulfilled, but of the promised effect on the people 
nothing had yet appeared, and therefore the tribulation must be 
ageravated—the words must be more completely verified. In ver. 
11, “ I have overthrown some of you, as God overthrew Sodom 
and Gomorrah,” "7277S? Sto-Ay ovhex PeeN2>, there is a marked al- 

lusion to Deut. xxix. 22 (23), where God threatens Israel, that, 

in case of their apostacy, the land should be like the overthrow of 
Sodom and Gomorrah, 77222579 "22772, which the Lord overthrew 
in his anger and in his wrath. That fearful threatening to which 
also Isaiah refers almost in the same language (1. 7, 9) was now, 
in great measure, fulfilled. How foolish if the people did not stop 


the*further a ge of its fulfilment by true repentance ! 
_ Amos v. 9 (8). There is an allusion to the narrative of the de- 


luge in Genesis, “ That calleth forth the waters of the sea, and 
poureth them out upon the face of the earth.” He who did this 
once, can always do it, and will do it, when sin calleth upon his- 
justice to make use of his Omnipotence. 

Ver. 11, “ Ye have built houses of hewn stone, but ye shall not 
dwell in them; ye have planted pleasant vineyards, but ye shall 
not drink wine of them.” Compare Deut. xxvii. 30, “ Thou 
shalt build a house, and thou shalt not dwell therein ; thou shalt 
plant a vineyard, and shall not gather the grapes thereof.” Ver. 
39, ‘ Thou shalt plant vineyards and dress them, but shalt neither 
drink of the wine nor gather the grape.” The last words are 
taken from the second passage, in order to avoid the somewhat dif- 
ficult word “2°77. As here in the threatening, so the prophet re- 
fers to the same passage in the promise, in 1x. 14, ‘* They shall 
build the waste cities and inhabit them; and they shall plant 
vineyards and drink the wine thereof.” Every threatening to the 
Church of the Lord is in fact the negation of a promise, which 
comes again into operation as soon as the reason of the negation 
ceases. 

Ver. 12, “ For I know your manifold transgressions and your 
mighty sins, they afflict the just, they take a bribe “2° “oP? (from 
the wicked), and they turn aside (uh) the poor in the gate. The 
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“£2°%P? involves the reproach of violating the command in Num- 
bers xxxv. 31. ‘‘ Moreover ye shall take no satisfaction (ΠΡ a 
ἜἜΞ) for the life of a murderer who is guilty of death (the wicked 
x27 is so wicked, that he deserves death), but he shall surely be 
put to death.” Ver. 33, ““ For blood it defileth the land, and the 
land cannot be cleansed ("£2") of the blood that is shed therein, 
but by the blood of him that shed it.” In reference to "#7 ra PaN 
compare 11. 7 

Ver. 17, “ For I will pass through thee, saith the Lord.” ‘This 
alludes to Exod. xi. 12, ‘* And I will pass through the land of 
Egypt this night, and will smite all the first born in the land of 
Egypt.” Israel is no longer the people of the Lord. Wherefore the 
Lord will no longer, as he did in Egypt, pass by their doors, but will, 
as he did to the Egyptians, pass through their midst destructively. 
The helping and guardian angel of God is changed into a punish- 
ing and avenging angel of destruction. This reference acquires 
greater certainty when we compare the clause *? 722 72 5°88, “ T 
will not again pass by them any more,” in ch. vii. 8, and viii. 2, 
in which the verbal repetition indicates a more decided reference. 
sz» here corresponds to hes in Exod. xii. 23, 27, and is substituted 
for it, in order to make the contrast more striking—no longer * 
as to the people of the covenant, but «2 as to the Egyptians. The 
gracious exemption which was shown to the people of the covenant 
in Egypt formed the first ink in a great chain which could only 
be broken by their degeneracy; every new passover was a new 
confirmation of this grace ; but now, since Israel has become like 
the world, it will be judged with the world. 

The feasts prescribed in the Pentateuch were celebrated in the 
kingdom of Israel—the last days of the two feasts that lasted for 
several days—the Passover and Feast of Tabernacles—were held 
peculiarly sacred, andthe various kinds of sacrifices were presented 
under the same names which they bore in the Pentateuch. This 
is evident from Amos v. 21, 22, “1 hate, I despise your feast- 
days, and 1 will not smell in your solemn assemblies. Though 
ye offer me burnt-offerings and your meat-offerings, I will not ac- 
cept them ; neither will I regard the thank-offerings od of your 
fat beasts” (compare respecting the ae Lev. i. 1, particularly 
the sheep, as orn>v, vi. 11, vii. 11). The attempt by most exposi- 
tors to refer this verse to the Jews, is altogether absurd. The ex- 

K 
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pression ΞΟΤΠΣΣΣ Tons Not deserves special notice. The word ns? is 
used in the Pentateuch to designate the last solemn day of the Feast 
of Tabernacles. Num. xxix. 35, “ On the eighth day ye shall have 
ΤΣ, a solemn assembly; ye shall do no servile work therein.” 
Ley. xxiii. 36. Onthe eighth day shall be a holy convocation to you, 
and ye shall offer an offering made by fire to the Lord ; it is "73% a 
solemn assembly, and ye shall do no servile work therein.” So on 
the last day of the Feast of the Passover. Deut. xvi. 8. “ Six days 
shalt thou eat unleavened bread, and on the seventh day (besides 
the eating of unleavened bread, which alone was allowed during 
these days) shall be a solemn assembly "72% to the Lord thy God; 
thou shalt do no work therein.” In reference to the meaning of 
ΤΟΣ, every attentive reader of IkEn’s Essay De Azereth festi, 
in his Dissertt. vol. i., will agree with him, against later expositors 
and lexicographers, when he remarks (p. 62), 4d interdicto opere 
ratio nominis repetenda, cohibitio, scil. operis, quominus nempe 
id peragatur aut continuetur ; and he explains the name as sig- 
nifying the opposite to the dies festos intermedios, quoniam 
nempe illis quidam labor licitus erat. The explanation usually 
preferred, festive assembly, is destitute of all foundation, either 
in the language or matter of fact. In general, we now see from 
this passage that the last days of the two feasts were kept with 
peculiar solemnity in the kingdom of Israel, and with an absti- 
nence from all labour. We find, besides, a special reference to 
_ the first of the passages quoted from the Pentateuch, in which the 

ΤΡῚΣ of the Feast of Tabernacles is mentioned ; “ Ye shall offer 
ἃ burnt- offering, a sacrifice made by fire, of a sweet savour unto 
the Lord,’ v. 86. The promise which lies in the 17 ΠΡ, is here 
withdrawn ; if the Lord is no more disposed to smell the burnt- 
offering which formed the essence of the "733 ; the day itself 
therefore is hateful to him. Ley. xxvi. 31 shows that 3 hs sb 
forms the opposite of nA: Ay; “ And I will make your cities 
waste, and bring your sanctuaries unto desolation ; and I well not 
smell the savour of your sweet odours.”  ssrn hea Aes ΝΡῚ, 
a passage from which, by a combination with Num. xxix. 36, 
the passage under consideration has been formed. Generally, Is- 
rael is never reproached with the neglect of external worship. Ac- 
cording to ch. viii. 5, the Feast of the New Moon was kept holy 
by abstinence from all work, equally with the Sabbath. The 
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usurers wished that these days were ended, on which all traffic 
was suspended ; but while they lasted, they dared not venture to 
gratify their thirst for gain; for by so doing, they would have come 
into collision with the officers of justice, according to the letter 
of the law. 

Amos vi. 9. “ Woe to them that are at ease in Zion, and to 
the careless on the mountain of Samaria, the chief of the begin- 
ning of the nations, to whom the house of Israel cometh.” ‘This 
woe relates to the corrupt higher classes in Judah and Israel, 
especially the latter. The peculiar designation given them, 3302, 
must strike us at once; and that it bears a relation to the Penta- 
teuch will appear so much the more probable, since the equally 
peculiar expression, the beginning of the nations, is undeniably 
taken from Numb. xxiv. 20 (2" 7°82), On a close examination, 
a passage in Numb. 1. offers itself to our notice. Moses and 
Aaron were commanded to number Israel. Ver. 4, ‘ And with 
you there shall be a man of every tribe, every one head of the 
house of his fathers.” These heads of the tribes are then named. 
According to ver. 16, 17, ‘‘ These were the renowned of the con- 
eregation, princes of the tribes of their fathers, heads of thou- 
sands in Israel. And Moses and Aaron took these men,” “%8 
mwa 1372, Lastly, ver. 44, “ These are those that were numbered, 
which Moses and Aaron numbered, and the princes of Israel be- 
ing twelve men; each one was for the house of his fathers.” 
Among all the Biblical writers, only the authors of the books of 
Chronicles and of the book of Ezra (see on the identity of the 
authors of both, which is confirmed by this fact, KEIL om the 
Chronicles, and Movers on the Chronicles, p. 11), have adopted 
the expression nvwa ‘sp: ses from the Pentateuch, so that in these 
books we find it a phrase regularly employed. See 1 Chron. xii. 
Ὁ χη, 11 Chron, xxv. los xxx, 10: ora, yu 1 
Eixpositors generally explain it, ‘‘ who are specified by name,” ἡ. 6. 
before-mentioned. But the correct explanation is, men of name, 
renowned, just as nameless is equivalent to unimportant. This 
appears, for the following reasons :—F?rst, If the meaning before- 
mentioned be adopted, there seems no reason why the author of 
Chronicles and Ezra should borrow from the Pentateuch a phrase 
so unimportant, and make such constant use of it. Secondly, 
The meaning lefore-mentioned will not suit im every instance. 

K 2 


lan 
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In 1 Chron. xii. 81, the words must, from the connection, neces- 
sarily express an honourable distinction. mvs ssp: sex corres- 
ponds here to ver. 80, “ mighty men of valour, famous, (F729 "8, 
men of names), throughout the house of their fathers.” In 
Chron. xvi. 41, the same phrase is connected as an epithet of 
honour, with #3, chosen. In 2 Chron. xxvii. 15, “ And the 
men rose up, mma “ap: ey,” relates to ver. 12, “ Certain of the 
heads of the children of Ephraim ;” therefore the men of note. 
The meaning Jbefore-mentioned is altogether unsuitable to Ezra, 
viii. 20, for the names of these persons had not been given. De 
Wette translates the phrase, ‘ all noted down by name ;” but this 
is a mere arbitrary substitution for named. And where noted 
down? Thirdly, If the words meant before-mentioned, we should 
expect the suffix, smvvs. Lourthly, The "3? of Amos, which 
even De Wette must translate by Die V ornehmen, (Men of dis- 
tinction), shows that the current interpretation cannot be correct. 
If now the passage in Numb. i. 17 is the only one in the Old 
‘Testament where mvs :2p3 "ws appears in an independent form, 
and then if it has the meaning renowned, nothing can be more 
probable than that the *=7: of Amos is a mere abbreviation of the 
phrase as usedin Numbers. ‘The reference to this passage is ren- 
dered more certain by a closer examination of the reasons on which 
it is grounded. ‘The prophet points out that the chief men in 
both kingdoms were the successors of those ‘‘ princes of the tribes” 
who were formerly thought worthy to be jomed with Moses and 
Aaron in managing the affairs of the chosen people, and who ren- 
dered their age illustrious as the dignified examples of a genuine 
theocratic government. By this reference the prophet renders 
more striking the contrast between the elevation of their position 
and the meanness of their conduct. The correctness of this view 
is confirmed by ver. 6. 

Ver. 6, “ That drink wine in bowls, and anoint themselves with 
the chief ointments ; but they are not grieved for the afflictions of 
Joseph.” 

That a deeper allusion is made here than may appear at first 
sight is indicated by the word P27", which, wherever it occurs in 
the Pentateuch (very often) Range Chronicles, Jeremiah, and 
Zechariah, always means sacred vessels, with which also the ety- 
mology agrees, particularly vessels for sprinkling, so that the spe- 
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cial meaning must have been the original one. A comparison 
with Numb. vii. establishes this conclusion. Among the gifts to 
the tabernacles, which the theocratic zeal of “ the princes of the 
tribes” induced them to present, the silver s-p-%2 occupies one of 
the first places. See ver. 18, 19, 25, 81, 87, 48, 84. The twelve 
princes gave twelve mpm, each seventy shekels in weight. Now 
the whole denunciation of the prophet is aimed at the princes of 
his own times. He had already compared them in ver. 1 with 
their predecessors and models in the Mosaic age. However zea- 
lous ¢hey were for the God of Israel, equally zealous are these 
persons for their God, that is, for themselves, for their belly. In 
the use of this one word, therefore, a deep and important meaning 
is concealed, which presupposes the intimate acquaintance of the 
hearers and readers with the contents of the Pentateuch ; for other- 
wise the allusion would be in vain. If this reference be allowed 
we cannot hesitate acknowledging a similar one in SY2Y TENT, 
"742. especially since in Numb. vii. the account of the anointing 
of the tabernacle immediately precedes the enumeration of the of- 
fermgs of the princes. According to Exod. xxx. 23, the most 
costly ointment was to be prepared for sacred uses. Whoever 
applied it to profane uses was to be cut off from his people. What 
ought to have been consecrated, according to that ordinance, to 
the God of Israel, the princes of Israel consecrated to their god, 
their beloved se/f. Their entire view is confirmed by ver. 5, 
“They invent for themselves instruments of music, like David.” 
Their relation to David was similar to that which they bore to the 
princes. They were as inventive for their god, Pleasure, as he 
was for his God in heaven. 

Ver. 8, ‘The Lord God hath sworn by himself, saith the Lord 
the God of Hosts, I abhor the pride of Jacob, =72> Y83, and hate 
his palaces.’ Ch. vi. 7, “The Lord hath sworn by the. pride 
of Jacob, 2722 784, surely I will never forget any of their works.” 
“The pride of Jacob” is a comprehensive expression for all the 
theocratic glory of the nation, and since this proceeded from the 
Lord alone, the Lord himself is called 27?" 784. When the people 
separate this glory from the Lord, lay claim to it as their own pos- 
session, and make it an object of vain confidence, then they are ab- 
horred and despised by the Lord. We may find the origin of the 
phrase in Ley. xxvi. 19, “ And I will break the pride of your 
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power, 822 ὕπατος, and I will make your heaven as iron, and your 
earth as brass.” ‘ The pride of power” is here also a comprehen- 
sive expression for the glorious gifts with which God adorned his 
people, and distinguished them before all other nations—very 
similar to *=2 in 1 Sam. iv. 21, “and she named the child Icha- 
bod, saying the glory is departed from Israel.” (Gesenius in his 
Thes., p. 253, explains Lev. xxvi. 19, superbia vestra proterva, 
. Am. vi. 8, fastus Jacobi. But that the latter explanation is false, 
appears from a comparison with vill. 7. So neither can the ex- 
planation of Lev. xxvi. 19 be correct. The blessings of heaven 
and of earth form equally a component part of the =p» xs, as in 
Amos the palaces which were erected under God’s blessing.) “1 
will deliver up "297 the city with the fulness thereof;” compare 
Deut. xxxii. 80, 27297 Tm, 

V. 12, “For ye have turned judgment ἐμέο gall, *8"?, and the 
fruit of righteousness into wormwood, 7322. Compare Deut. 
xxix. 17 (18), “lest there should be among you a root that 
beareth gall and wormwood, 7222" @8>, (20) the Lord will not 
spare him, but then the anger of the Lord and his jealousy shall 
smoke against that man, and all the curses that are written in this 
book shall lie upon him.” 

V. 18, “Ye which rejoice in a thing of nought, which say, 
Have we not taken to us horns by our own strength?” In the 
blessing of Moses (Deut. xxxiii. 17), it is said of Joseph, “ His 
horns are the horns of the buffalo, with them he shall push the 
people together.” How much this expression served to strengthen 
Ephraim in his carnal security, is shown in 1 Kings xxii. 21. 
Here the expression “ by our own strength,” stands opposed to 
“by the grace of God,” which in Lev., according to the whole con- 
nection, is to be supplied by the reader. | 

V. 14, “ From the entering in of Hamath,” "5 isha, See 
Numbers xxxiv. 8. “Unto the entrance of Hamath.” nian Ἀπ. 
The punishment extends as far as the gift. The whole land 
(Num. γ. 2) was to be the inheritance of Israel—now it falls into 
their enemies’ hands. The clause ‘‘ Behold I will raise up against 
you a nation,’ reminds us of the threatening in Deut. xxviii. 49. 
“The Lord shall bring against thee a nation from afar,” &c. Now, 
saith the prophet, the judgment that is thus announced is ready to 
fall. It is sufficient to quote the first words of his description. 
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The whole of the prophet’s deprecation for his people, ch. vu. 
1, is manifestly copied from the language of Moses. Exod. xxxi. 
9-14; Num. xiv. 11, &. Compare v. 19, “‘ Pardon, I beseech 
thee, 87°2 the iniquity of this people, according to the great- 
ness of thy mercy,” with the πρὸ x2 in v. 2. Then compare, in v. 
3, mNimoy mim ὉΠ. with “ And the Lord repented of the evil which 
he thought to do unto his people.” (The same construction of or: 
with >».) But more important isthe agreement in the whole—the 
threatening of judgment by the Lord, and its being averted at the 
intercession of the prophet. If the original passages are com- 
pared, it is immediately seen how false that view is, according to 
which, v. 2-6, describe a judgment in the course of infliction, in- 
stead of one merely threatened. God’s compassion, as formerly 
in the wilderness, so now, had hitherto exempted the people from 
their merited punishment; v. 1-6. But now compassion will 
give way to justice, v. 7-9. With v. 4, compare Deut xxxu. 3X. 

The threatening against the chief priest Amaziah, who is here 
considered less as an individual than as the representative of a 
class, in ch. vil. 17, “thy wife shall be an harlot in the city,” is 
an application of Deut. xxviu. 80, ‘‘ Thou shalt betroth a wife, 
and another man shall lie with her.” 

In y. 16, “ Thou sayest, prophecy not against Israel, and drop 
not thy word against the house of Isaac.” There is here an al- 
lusion to Deut. xxxu. 2, “‘ My doctrine shall drop as the rain; my 
speech shall distil as the dew.” Simply and alone on the ground 
of this passage would ‘‘ dropping” be used in the sense of pro- 
phesying ; and in this sense it is employed even by the false 
prophets. Besides Amos, compare Micah 11. 6, 11; I:zekiel 
00:0 PN 

Amos vill. 4, 5, ‘‘ Hear this, O ye that swallow up the needy, 
even to make the ae of the land to fail, saying, when will the 
new moon be gone, that we may sell corn ("29 "7"2%), and the 
Sabbath, that we may set forth (open E. Marg. Read.) wheat ὃ 
("2 "Gmz"), It is not conceivable that the agreement should be 
purely accidental in two such remarkable expressions as ΞΘ or 
wav "2Y and “2 THEN, with Gen. xli. 56. “ And the famine was 
over all the face of the earth, and Joseph opened (78271) all that 
was in them, and sold “5955 to the Egyptians.” They imagine 
that this one thing, the selling of corn, makes them worthy des- 
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cendants of their progenitor Joseph ; that they need only to take 
him as a pattern in this one point ; they never reflect that his love 
to his brethren is presented to them as a pattern ; that he became 
the deliverer and supporter of his whole race; that this was his — 
ultimate aim, his highest joy. 

The same verse, ‘‘ Making the ephah small, and the shekel 
great, and falsifying the balances by deceit.” Making the ephah 
small was a violation of the law in Deut. xxv. 14-16, “ Thou 
shalt not have in thy house divers measures (an ephah and an 
epha, Hed.) a great and a small. But thou shalt have a perfect 
and just weight, a perfect and just measure shalt thou have, that 
thy days may be lengthened in the land which the Lord thy God 
giveth thee. For all which do such things and all that do un- 
righteously are an abomination unto the Lord thy God.” "ΠΝ 
m2 form a contrast to PT ὌΝ Ley. xix. 26. “Just balances, 
just weights, a just ephah and a just hin shall ye have. I am the 
Lord your God which brought you out of the land of Egypt.” By 
the allusion to these passages the supposed trickery is marked as 
a heinous transgression. 

Ver. 6, ‘“'That we may buy the poor for silver and the needy 
for a pair of shoes.” From this it appears, that, on account of the 
hardness of their hearts, the vassallage, which was intentionally al- 
lowed, though as much as possible limited, (compare Exod. xxi. 
2; Levit. xxv. 39. The case there mentioned, ‘“ If thy brother that 
dwelleth by thee waxeth poor,” &c., is exactly the one referred to 
by the prophet) existed also in the kingdom of Israel. 

Ver. 14, ‘‘ They that swear by the sin of Samaria and say, thy 
God, O Dan, liveth.” The peculiar designation of the worship 
of the calf, as the sin of Samaria, is founded on Deut. ix. 2]. 
‘And I broke your sin, the calf which ye had made, and burnt 
it with fire.” Vitulum quem peccando in deum feceratis. M1- 
CHAELIS. ‘And say thy God, O Dan, liveth.” This expression 
points out the contrast of their conduct with the command in 
Deut. vi. 15. “Thou shalt fear the Lord thy God, and serve 
him, and shalt swear by his name.” 

Amos, ch. ix. This chapter is discussed in the Christologie, 
Part 111., and we shall satisfy ourselves with merely referring to it. 
Ver. 8. alludes to Numb. xxi. 6. The first part of ver. 8 in part 
verbally agrees with Deut. vi. 15. Ver. 12 alludes to Deut. 
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xxvil. 9, 10. With the first halfof ver. 13 compare Levit. xxvi. 
3-5, with the second half, Exod. i. 8. 

Ver. 14, “‘ And I will bring again the captivity of my people, 
and they shall build the waste cities and inhabit them,” &c. Com- 
pare Deut. xxx. 8, ‘ Then the Lord thy God will turn their 
captivity.” This passage forms the basis of all the passages in 
the Old Testament in which the very peculiar phrase ΤΟΣ 39. ρο- 
curs. ΞῈ9 in this phrase retains its usual meaning fo return, and 
has after the manner of verbs of motion, the object of return, the 
point to which the return is made, in the accusative, as in Exod. 
iv. 19, 20 878228 return to Egypt, Numb. x. 36. “Return, Ὁ 
Lord, unto the many thousands of Israel.” Ps. Ixxxv. 5; Isa. 
1. ὃ; Nahum 11. 3. In the two latter passages the meaning res- 
dituit is arbitrarily preferred by most critics. ™=% stands not as 
the abstract for the concrete, but denotes the statum captivitatis. 
This interpretation (which alone has in its favour the wsus lo- 
quendi, for 333 never occurs in a transitive sense) is imperatively 
required by the connection in Deut. xxx. “ And it shall come 
to pass when all these things are come upon thee, the blessing and 
the curse which I have set before thee, and thou shalt call them 
fo mind, πΞΞΞτοΝ meum, bring tt back to thy heart, among all the 
nations whither the Lord thy God hath driven thee (a description 
of the "=¥ — in thy captivity). 2. And shalt return unto the 
Lord thy God, &c. 8. That then the Lord thy God will return 
to thy captivity, and have compassion upon thee and return and 
gather thee from all the nations whether the Lord thy God hath 
scattered thee.” ‘The consequence of bringing back (causing to 
return) to the heart is the return to the Lord—the consequence 
of the return to the Lord in the captivity, is the return of the 
Lord to the captivity ; whilst hitherto he had concealed his face 
from the misery of his people. ‘The consequence of the return 
(turning back) is the leading back. In Deut. xxx. 1-6, the 
word a5 occurs six times, and of these five times it is universally 
admitted in the sense of returning ; how should it once in the 
midst of these signify dead back? Also in ver. 8, 9, the return 
of the Lord to the people corresponds to the return of the people 
to the Lord. 'The passages adduced, among which, besides Job 
xlii. 10, the one now under consideration, and Hos. vi. 11, "333 
ἊΣ Γῆ when 7 returned to the captivity of my people, are the 
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oldest, are connected most closely with the original passage. The 
transitive meaning of a is rejected by Jerem. xxx. 3, “ For lo, 
the days come, saith the Lord, and I will turn again to the capti- 
vity of my people Israel and Judah, saith the Lord, and J z7dl 
cause them to return, 73%, to the land that I gave to their 
fathers. Here as in Deuteronomy, the turning back (das Zuriick- 
hechren) is the antecedent, the cause; the bringing back (das 
Luriickfiihren) is the consequent, the effect. In the same manner 
ch. xxix. 14, “And I will be found of you, saith the Lord, and 
T will turn back to your captivity, and will gather you from all 
the nations and from all the places whether I have driven you, 
saith the Lord; and I will bring you again into the place whence 
{ caused you to be carried away captive.” In this passage—1, the 
being found and turning back; and 2, the gathering and bringing 
back, form a double pair. Ch. xxx. 18, “ And I will tarn again to 
the captivity of Jacob’s tents, and have mercy on his dwelling- 
places.” This passage shows, 1, That >"¥ is intransitive— the 
turning again” and “ the having mercy” are equally connected as in 
Deut. xxx. ; 2, 72% retains the meaning of the abstract ; and, 3, 
That “ the captivity” gradually enlarged itself to the idea of the mi- 
serable condition. ‘This enlargement, as it is expressed in Psalm 
xiv. 7; Job xlii. 10; and Ezekiel xvi. 58, “ when I shall return to 
their captivity,” (of Sodom and Gomorrah, whose inhabitants were 
not carried into captivity, but destroyed), presupposes the existence 
of an original passage as Deut., in which ™% occurs in its pecu- 
liar meaning. For it always forms, as it were, a decurtata com- 
paratio. The condition differing in form is distinguished by the 
name of whatis similar in essence. ‘Thus the expression, “ I will 
turn back to the captivity of Sodom,” is equivalent to saying, As 
I have shown myself a God of mercy to Israel by turning back to 
their captivity, and bringing it back, so I will show myself the 
same to Sodom, by turning to their calamity and restoring them 
again. 

Before stating the results, which are to be obtained from the 
strict and constant connection of the two [sraelitish prophets with 
the Pentateuch, we have yet to explain the alleged contradictions 
to the contents of the Pentateuch, which, as it has been lately 
maintained, exist in one of them, Amos, and evince the unac- 
quaintedness of the kingdom of Israel with the Pentateuch. That 
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the preceding course of argument is by no means in favour of ad- 
mitting them, any person with the slightest pretensions to impar- 
tiality must admit. Their fewness also renders them suspicious. 
After an eager search, only two instances have been discovered in 
Amos, and none in Hosea. If we succeed in settling these two in- 
stances, we shall gain something more than merely warding off the 
attack. Ifthe Pentateuch was unknown in the kingdom of Israel, 
then, in the nature of things, contradiction to it may be shown in the 
14th chapter of Hosea, and in the 9th chapter of Hosea. Thus, 
therefore, our positive proof obtains by the negative an essential 
enlargement. On the one hand, we have a multitude of special and 
verbal references; on the other hand, no contradiction. ‘Thus the 
net is drawn closer and closer over our adversaries, and if we gain 
nothing more, yet we gain thus much, that they feel pain at being 
compelled by their dogmatical views to contradict the clear truth. 
As to the first contradiction alleged by Von Bonen, Hiul. 
152 (‘“ Passages such as Is.i. 11; Amos v. 21; Micah vi. 6, 
shake the whole structure of the priestly service”), we need not 
spend many words in confuting it. In Amos it is said expressly, 
“1 hate, I despise your feast-days, and I will not smell in your 
solemn assemblies. Not the worship 17) ¢tse/f therefore was re- 
jected, but the worship of certain individuals, as amere φάντασμα 
of what was commanded in the law; compare the copious investi- 
gations on all these passages in the Review of UMBREIT’s Lrbau- 
ung aus dem Psalter, Hv. K. Z., 1835. Sep. If persons are 
disposed (to go no further) to refer what is said against the wor- 
ship in concreto to the worship generally, they must be conse- 
quential enough to find traces of this enlightened, that is, anti- 
supernaturalist sentiment in the Pentateuch; see, for example, 
Leviticus xxv. 31, “I will not smell the savour of your sweet 
odours.” Still this is an argumentum ad hominem. Equally 
strong assertions are to be found in Jeremiah ; for instance, vi. 20, 
“Your burnt- offerings are not acceptable, nor your sacrifices sweet 
unto me;” vil. 4, “Trust ye not in lying words, saying the temple 
of the Lord, the temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord are 
these.’ And yet must Jeremiah, according to Von BoHLEN, 
p- 166, have interpolated and new modelled the Pentateuch. If 
in Jeremiah, such expressions can imply no contradiction against 
the Pentateuch, how should they in Amos ? 
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A second alleged contradiction has stronger claims on our atten- 
tion, which VATKE (p. 190, 246, 456, 685) particularly urges, and 
has made it the principal support of his argumentation for the 
gradual development of the pure worship of Jehovah from the 
worship of Nature—the very late written composition of the Pen- 
tateuch, and, consequently, that it was wholly unknown in the 
kingdom of Israel. Amos, in chap. v. 25, 26, represents Jehovah 
as saying to the people, ‘‘ Have ye offered unto me sacrifices, and 
offerings in the wilderness forty years, O house of Israel? And 
ye have borne the tabernacle of your king, and Chiun your images, 
the star of your God, which ye made to yourselves.” By Chiun is 
certainly to be understood the planet Saturn, to whom the ancient 
Arabians presented offerings on the seventh day, and who also 
appears in the Sabeean religion as an awful power. (See Gesenius 
on Isaiah ii. 343.) Among the sacrifices mentioned by the pro- 
phet, we may hence understand those sacrifices of beasts and men, 
with the latter of which Ezekiel reproached the Israelites during 
their march through the wilderness. The worship of Saturn ap- 
pears to have spread universally among the Israelites; the words 
imply that no offerings were presented to Jehovah, but that the 
worship of Saturn had the ascendancy; that this fact is mentioned 
as a well-known circumstance ; that the tradition respecting it must 
at least have run parallel with the Mosaic legend of the Penta- 
teuch, which exactly contradicts it, and indeed spread much wider 
than that. Amos extends the worship of Saturn over the whole 
period of the march through the wilderness; the Israelites took 
Saturn with them as their king in the wilderness, which contra- 
dicts the accounts in the Pentateuch of the patriarchs and their 
pure knowledge of God. Here the nation meets us devoted at 
their first appearance to the worship of nature. 

Our first business is to determine correctly the sense of the 
passage. We translate it, “‘ Have ye presented to me sacrifices 
and offermgs in the wilderness forty years, O house of Israel ? 
And ye bore (Vitringa correctly translates it, “non obtulistis mihi 
sacrificia ; tmo tantum abest, ut contra puta veritis,” &c.) the 
tent of your king and the carriage of your images, the star of 
your God which ye made for yourselves.” 

The connection is as follows: the prophet in ver. 18-20, de- 
nounces a woe on those who ridiculed the announcement of the 
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near approach of the Divine judgments. In ver. 21-24, he tears 
away the supports of their false security, their confidence in reli- 
gious services, feasts and holidays, burnt-offerings, meat-offerings, 
thank-offerings, and the recitation of sacred songs. All these 
things could not stay the course of the Divine judgements. They 
as little constituted true worship, he says in ver. 25, 26, as the 
open idolatry in the wilderness. Wherefore (ver. 27) as then, 
the outwardly idolatrous people did not enter the Holy Land, so 
now would the inwardly idolatrous be expelled from that land. 

If this connection is borne in mind, we shall at once see the 
futility of the pretended opposition to the accounts of the patri- 
archs in the Pentateuch, and of the assertion that the prophet 
considered idolatry as the original religion of the Israelites. Pun- 
ishment presupposes the antecedent communication of truth and 
knowledge ; exclusion from the Holy Land, the possession of 
which would have been insured by fidelity, presupposes the apos- 
tacy of the people from the true God. ‘Therefore the worship of 
the true God appears as the priws, and idolatry as the posterius. 
On the same grounds the forty years can be taken only as a round 
number. ‘The exclusion from the Promised Land that followed, 
on account of the apostacy, implies, that at the beginning of the 
forty years, the people were devoted to the service of the Lord. 
This reckoning of the forty years as a round number, can scarcely 
be objected against, since it often appears in the Pentateuch itself, 
Numb. xiv. 38, 34, “ And your children shall wander in the wil- 
derness forty years, and bear your whoredoms, until your carcases 
be washed in the wilderness. After the number of the days in 
which ye searched the land, even forty days, each day for a year, 
shall ye bear your iniquities even forty years.” Here forty years 
are spoken of, and when this sentence was passed on Israel, one 
year and a half had already elapsed. We find, also, forty years 
mentioned as a round number in Josh. yv. 6. But the prophet 
could now readily speak of forty years, since the germ of the apos- 
tacy already existed in the great mass, while they outwardly main- 
tained fidelity to the God of Israel. 

With what right can 7"? be taken as a proper name and a desig- 
nation of Saturn? Cu. B. Micuarris long ago remarked that 
the connection opposes such an interpretation. ‘‘ Repugnat se- 
guens,” he says, “ 52223 eud cum precedenti singulari 2 haud 


158 TRACES OF THE PENTATEUCH IN AMOS. 


convenit. Unde colligimus 1. Appellativum esse. 2. Con- 
structum. Videlicet eadem modo se habet ad 22°75 ac M22 et 37°. 
This reason is, no doubt, decisive ; besides, if "> occurred else- 
where as a name of Saturn, this coincidence must yet be held as 
accidental. But what are the proofs that 1"? 15 ἃ name for Saturn ? 
They are so meagre that we can only pity those who can attribute 
any force to them after they have been fairly stated. 1. An appeal 
is made to the Septuagint, which translates 13 by ‘Pasay, or 
“Ῥεμφάν, which is a name of Saturn, and must prove that the 
Alexandrians had a tradition according to which }*? signified 
Saturn. This authority is most easily disposed of, if with C. B. 
MICHAELIS we maintain that “Ῥαιφάν does not correspond to Ἰ3, 
but was interpolated as a gloss by the Alexandrians. But we 
scarcely see how RosENMULLER could literally copy this assertion, 
and how WINER (Lealworterbuch, vol. 11. p. 457), depending on 
this supposed discovery of Rosenmiiller’s (who so often reaped, 
where another sowed, weeds as often as wheat), could reject as 
failures all hypotheses which are founded on the correspondence of 
Kyun and Laiphan. The supposition is as groundless as any can 
be. It assumes that the LX X. always numbered the words of the 
Hebrew text, and treated them in the manner of Aquila. How 
came they to think of adding Ῥαιφάν de suo without any further oc- 
casion ? Since they took 7”? as a proper name, they could not tell 
what to do with #2272. Without hesitation they separated or joined 
the words at pleasure, as is commonly done in a dilemma, with- 
out any pretence of inaking 8΄ various ἐπ. eats translated as 


καὶ ἀναλάβετε τὴν σκηνὴν τοῦ Me ono, κὰν TO ἄστρον τοῦ 
θεοῦ ὑμῶν “Parpav τοὺς τύπους ods ἐποιήσατε ἑαυτοῖς. But the 
proof fails in another way. Drusius on Acts vii. 48 has remarked, 
“In teatu Hebr, est 12, quod olim, cum apices essent, legi po- 
terat Chevan, inde Revan et Rephan et cum epenthesi Remphan. 
De facile autem > et > commutatur et contra. VITRINGA also 
proposes the same view of the formation of Raiphan or Remphan, 
from a mere oversight in the Alexandrian translator, in his Essay 
Lllust. sensus 1. Amos v. 25, 26, in his Odss. ss. 1. Ὁ. 241, where 
in § 9, after the example of Giasstus, lib. iv., ¢ract 8. Instances 
of the interchange of » and > in the LXX. This view can only 
in one way be refuted, by showing that ‘Pasay, or ‘Peuday, oc- 


TRACES OF THE PENTATEUCH IN AMOS. 159 


curs elsewhere, independently of the Alexandrian version of this 
passage, as the name of a deity. If this cannot be accomplished, 
the view just given remains unshaken. ‘The older critics appeal 
with great confidence to a Coptic catalogue of the Planets pub- 
lished by KircHer, in which Remphan appears as a name of Sa- 
turn ; but Vitringa (p. 250) thought that it was not of much ac- 
count, and JABLONSKY in his Essay Remphah A’gyptiorum Deus, 
reprinted in his Opuscuda, vol. 11., has exposed so completely what 
sort of thing this Planetarum Algyptiacorum Catalogus is, that 
it is hardly conceivable how J. D. MicuHae is in his Supplem. ad 
Lex. Hebr., p. 125, could venture to contradict him, and repeat 
the old assertion, that ‘Pydav was a name of Saturn among the 
Copts, independently of the passage in Amos. Jablonsky, indeed, 
endeavours to give new supports to a view which he had deprived of 
its only support. But however skilfully he conceals the want of 
special proofs for maintaining that Remphah was an original Egyp- 
tian name of a deity, itis clear that all is founded on mere etymolo- 
gies, which amount to nothing. (Compare, on the other hand, M1- 
CHAELIS, p. 1228). It tells against him, that, from regard to his ety- 
mologies, he is obliged to maintain that the original reading was 
‘Peuda or 'Ῥομφα, while yet the reading “Ῥαιφάν has by far the 
preponderance of external authorities forit ; besides, that the read- 
ing Ῥηφαν is confirmed by manuscripts, the terms “Peudav and 
‘Peuda appear only as later corruptions in Acts vii. 43. None of 
the classical writers know anything of an Egyptian god of that name. 
Thus, therefore, this learned essay must be regarded as defective 
in its main object; it only serves to confirm the view which it 
combats, that ἹῬεμῴφάν was formed, by a mere oversight, out of 
"2, But, if this view be correct, it is at the same time certain 
that the LXX. knew nothing of a tradition that 19 was Saturn. 
An appeal is made, with great confidence, to the Arabic, in which 
Apes Kevan, is a name of Saturn. But here it would be well 
to copy Vitringa’s discretion, who remarks, that though it 15 
indeed maintained by Aben Esra and David Kimchi, that Kevan 
among the Arabians and Persians denotes Saturn, little weight is to 
be attached to their authority, since the evidence for Kevan, as an 
Arabic name of Saturn, has received no confirmation since their 
time. No native writers know any thing of such a name; but 
the Arabic name for Saturn, which occurs continually among them 
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is ἘΞ ἘΣ Zichhel. See IDELER, Unters. iiber die Bed. der Stern- 
namen, p. 316. How Kimchi and Aben Esra came to maintain 
that Kevan among the Arabians and Persians is the name of Saturn 
we are informed in the Camus, where «ἴα is explained by 
vir rigidus et austerus, ad quem accessus quasi est prohibitus 
ob morositatem et morum difficultatem, cujusmodi apud ethnicos 
depingitur Saturnus. If they stumbled somewhere on such a 
gloss, a desire to gain some explanation of the obscure word }> 
might easily mislead them to overlook, that Saturn is adduced 
only as an example of a vir rigidus et austerus. As a third re- 
source, an appeal is made to the Zabians. According to Nor- 
BERG, from whom Gesenius, on Isaiah ii. p. 348, has borrowed 
this statement, as well as the other lingual testimonies for 7"? as 
Saturn, "2 denotes among that people Saturnus septemstellaris. 
But, if we examine the only place in which this word occurs, t. 1, 
p. 54, 1. 5 of the Cod. Nasar., it appears that it can as little be 
a pledge for 7"? as the original oriental denomination of Saturn, 
as the Coptic Catalogue for the originality of the Egyptian Rem- 
phan. In both we have a list of names huddled together without 
selection. Along with Chiun, stand Nebo, Bel, Nerig = Nergal. 
If these are manifestly taken from Scripture, no one will deny that 
172 comes from the same source, and, indeed, is taken from Amos. 
The passage proves nothing more than that the Zabians consi- 
dered 1"? here as a proper name. But if this is thought to prove 
anything, then must =? in Amos be also made a proper name, 
since the Chaldee Paraphrast, Kimchi, Sal. B. Melech, and other 
Jewish expositors have taken it for the proper name of an idol. 
Letit be admitted that 55 15 an appellative—l1, because the con- 
nection requires it; and, 2, because to assert that itis a proper 
name is a violation of all sound philology—then a question arises 
about its meaning. We are led to the meaning foundation, 
framework, by comparing it with , which is found in this sense 
in Exod. xxx. 18, 28, xxxi. 9 ; Lev. vii. 11, and also with 7%, 
This meaning is quite suited to the connection. In the former 
clause we read, “‘ And ye bore the tent of your King.” These 
words receive their explanation from Egyptian antiquity. Ναός, 
DRUMANN remarks (on the Rosetta inscription, p. 211), is a 
little chapel or shrine, generally gilt, ornamented with flowers and 
other things, intended to receive at processions a small image of 
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a god, and to be carried or driven round with it. We find it 
explained by the words ναΐσκος, κίστη, κιβώτιον, παστός, πασ- 
τοφόριον, οἴκημα. These chapels of diminutive size, distinguished 
from the chapel as the innermost part of the Temple, were borne 
on poles. On the bearers, or Pastophori, called also tepadopot, 
sacrorum geruli, see Drumann, p. 226. The frame orstand on 
which the chapels were borne at processions was called παστο- 
φόριον, p. 112. Oftentimes the whole chapel received the name, 
so that παστοφόριον was equivalent to παστός. Every one may 
perceive how well the expression “‘ the stand of your images,” cor- 
responds to “the tent of your king.” 

If we apply this description to the Egyptian origin of the 
idolatry here mentioned, we shall find nothing contradictory. For 
it is quite plain that 52222 is arbitrarily referred by most critics to 
Moloch. Only the general statement is made in the passage be- 
fore us—that the Israelites gave themselves in general to a Sabeean 
worship, as Stephen proved from their having served στρατιᾷ τοῦ 
ovpavov—and specially from their adoration of the king of heaven, 
the Sun, which they substituted for their true king Jehovah. But 
that the worship of the heavenly bodies was deeply rooted among 
the Egyptians—that they designated the sun the king of heaven, 
and the moon the queen of heaven, is allowed. Jablonsky, in his 
Panth, ii. c. 1, 2, and in his Remphah, p. 51, offers abundant 
proof of this.* So says Plutarch, De 75. e¢ Ostr., τὸν yap 
βασιλέα καὶ κύριον "Ocipw ὀφθαλμῶ καὶ σκήπτρῳ ypadov- 
ow. Apuleius |. x1. p. 272. Deus detim magnorum potior et majo- 
rum summus, et summorum maximus et maximorum regnator, 
Osiris.’ And the Grecian inscription on an obelisk is, ἥλιος, 
θεὸς μέγας, δεσπότης οὐρανοῦ. 

In reference, therefore, to the meaning of our passage, we ob- 
tain the following result. The great mass of the people (such 
passages as Is. xlin. 23, apply only to them—‘“ Thou hast not 





* Compare his Essay De Terra Gosen. Opuse. ii. 211, where it is shown that Phre, 
the Sun, was adored among the Egyptians in the time of Joseph. Rosellini (Monu- 
mente dell’ Egitto, 1. i. p. 116), shows that Pharao, Phre denoted the Sun-God, whose 
incarnation and image the earthly king was considered—that the name of the Priest of 
On, Poti-pherah, Gen. xli. 45—a name very frequently found on Egyptian monuments 
—means, He who is dedicated to the Sun. Brown, Apercu sur les Hieroylyphes trad. 
de ἢ angl. Paris, 1827, p. 58, &e. 
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brought me the small cattle of thy burnt-offerings, neither hast 
thou honoured me with thy sacrifices,” where the apparently gene- 
ral terms receive a limitation from the nature of the case) had for 
the greater part of the time during their march through the wilder- 
ness, given up honouring the Lord by sacrifices, and instead of 
Jehovah, the God of Hosts, had set up a spurious king of heaven, 
whom, with the rest of the host of heaven, they honoured with a 
spurious worship. 

If we now observe how this, the real tenor of the passage, stands 
in relation to the contents of the Pentateuch, it will at once ap- 
pear, that there is no ground for the alleged contradiction, since 
Ezekiel, who certainly had the Pentateuch, and everywhere ad- 
heres most strictly to it, still more fully and strongly reproaches 
the Israelites with this crime, as committed during the march 
through the wilderness. The premises to the statements of Amos, 
as well as of Ezekiel, are fully contained in the Pentateuch. 
“ Quid igitur 2?” remarks VITRINGA, p. 262, “ An absonum est, 
imo an non necesse est cogitare, populum maxime stupidum et 
rebellem, qui brevi adeo temporis spatio, cujus historiam libris 
suis complexus est Moses, toties iram det provocavit gravisst- 
mis peccatis, bis ad externa: tdolalatrie crimen turpissime pro- 
lapsus fuit, ceteris illis annis similibus se contaminasse scelert- 
bus? Moses says (Deut. xxix. 8) of the whole forty years, ‘‘ Yet 
the Lord hath not given you a heart to perceive, and eyes to see, 
and ears to hear, unto this day.” Of such a state of mind, idola- 
try, particularly the apostacy to Egyptian idolatry, was the neces- 
sary consequence. As there is mow no third position between a 
living faith on God in Christ, and indifference or hatred to the 
Divine—so there was ¢hen no third position between a living faith 
in the God of Israel and idolatry, so that whoever was destitute of 
the former, necessarily fell into the latter. Idolatry was then the 
sound human understanding, the spirit of the age, the status pu- 
yorum naturalium, above which no one could rise but by a 
Divine operation, into which he fell again as soon as this opera- 
tion withdrew itself, because he withdrew from it. But if at the 
beginning of the march through the wilderness, the weak faith of 
the Israelites was not in a condition to counterbalance their pro- 
pensity to idolatry—if they sought in making the golden calf a 
medium between true and false religion, how can we think other- 
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wise than that they, i the period after the announcement of the 
Divine decision to reject them, would let loose the reins altogether, 
that they would seek from their idols what the Lord had refused 
them, with augmented eagerness ? Nothing is more suited to ex- 
hibit to us the effect which the Divine judgments will always have 
when they are met by impenitency, as Jeremiah xliv. ‘The peo- 
ple groaning under similar judgments to those of Israel in the 
desert, answered Jeremiah, who reproached them with participa- 
ting in Egyptian idolatry, “ As for the word that thou hast spoken 
to us in the name of the Lord, we will not hearken unto thee, 
but we will certainly do whatsoever goeth forth out of our own 
mouth, to burn incense unto the Queen of Heaven, and to pour 
out drink-offermgs unto her, as we have done, we and our fathers, 
our kings and our princes in the cities of Judah, and in the streets 
of Jerusalem. For then had we plenty of victuals, and were well 
and saw no evil. But since we left off to burn incense to the 
Queen of Heaven, and to pour out drink-offerings unto her, we 
have wanted all things, and have been consumed by the sword 
and by the famine.” He who seeks not the cause of his sufferings 
in himself, seeks them in God, and distrusts his power and his 
grace. And this distrust had in Israel, as its necessary conse- 
quence, their return to idols, as in the present day men return to 
themselves and the world. 

If it be settled that the statements of Amos and of Ezekiel, so 
far from contradicting the Pentateuch, are only the necessary con- 
sequences of the premises contained in it, we need not wonder if 
we must content ourselves with pointing this out, without being 
able to bring a direct and express confirmation of these state- 
ments from the Pentateuch. It must be recollected that the Pen- 
tateuch narrates the history of Israel only as far as it was the 
people of God. Of this the great chasm between the second and 
fortieth year of their march through the desert was a necessary 
consequence. ‘l'o trace the conduct and proceedings of that re- 
jected generation, doomed to die—to record the expressions of 
their unbelief and their superstition—was no longer an object of 
the Sacred History. An intentional and full representation of 
those occurrences to which Amos and Ezekiel refer, we could not 
venture to anticipate. At the utmost we could only hope to 


meet with some passing notices that might suit our object. 
L 2 
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But such a notice we actually find in Leviticus xvii. 1. This 
passage correctly expounded, agrees most strikingly with the cor- 
rect exposition of the passage in Amos, so that all hesitation 
vanishes, and the over confident opponent must retire ashamed. 
In Lev. c. xvii. it is commanded, that every one who slew an ani- 
mal for sacrifice should bring it to the Tabernacle, that it might 
be there presented to the Lord; otherwise that man would be cut 
off from among his people.” ΤῸ the offerings at the Tabernacle 
are opposed (v. 5) those “‘ which they offer in the open field ;” 
and what was the peculiarity of these sacrifices in the field we are 
told in v. 7. ‘“‘ And they shall no more offer their sacrifices unto 
m2, after whom they have gone a whoring.” __ 

The =°>"?% can here only signify goats, but the contrast between 
a goat and a god was removed in the Egyptian religion and in 
that only. Καλέεται δὲ 6 τε τράγος καὶ ὁ Παν αἰγυπτιστὶ 
Μενδης, says ἩΕΒΟΡΟΤΥΒ ii. 46, and almost all the Greek writers 
follow him. Such testimony which is confirmed by the passage 
before us, as much as it seems to elucidate it, cannot be weakened 
by what Jablonsky adduces, Panth. i. p. 273, since it appears he 
only wanted to obtain free playroom to indulge his favourite pur- 
suit, Etymology. If the goat was called Mendes by the Egyp- 
tians, Mendes also might be called goat. The one as well 
as the other is explained from the Pantheistic element in the 
Egyptian view of the universe. ‘The goat was not a mere 
symbol of Mendes (for whom the Greeks, disregarding the other- 
wise great difference, on account of the goat's form and salacity, 
substituted Pan), but an appearance, an incarnation of him, and 
hence was held sacred, and enjoyed divine honours. The 
service of this goat-god, or god-goat, was of high antiquity 
among the Egyptians. v. CREUZER 11., p. 825. He enjoyed 
among them extraordinary honour ; he belonged to one of the eight 
chief deities. v. Hrropotus ii. 46, τὸν Πᾶνα τῶν ὀκτὼ θεῶν 
λογίζονται ξιναι δι Μενδήσιοι' τοὺς δὲ ὀκτὼ θεοὺς τούτους, προτέ- 
ρους τῶν δυώδεκα θεῶν φασι γενέσθαι" (on their priority in dignity 
being marked by priority in time, see Creuzeri., p. 292.) 145. παῤ 
Αἰγυπτίοισι Πὰν ἀρχαιότατος καὶ τῶν ὀκτὼ TOV πρώτων λε- 
γομένων θεῶν. Even among the first eight he took the prece- 
dency. According to Dioporus SrcuLus, 1. p. 16, he was held 
in the highest consideration by the Egyptians, and (p. 78) the 
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priests, whose office was hereditary, were dedicated to this God 
first of all. (Τοὺς ἱερεῖς τοὺς παραλαβόντας πατρικὰς ἱερωσυνας 
κατ᾽ Αἴγυπτον τούτῳ τῷ Yew πρῶτον μυεῖσθαι.) ‘The worship 
extended over all Egypt, though its principal seat was the Men 
desian νόμος, in Lower Egypt, in the capital of which, Thmuis, 
a splendid and renowned temple was erected to Mendes, of which 
the remains are sull in existence. So we here have “ the King” 
of Amos. But the agreement will be shown to be more complete 
if we can detect a Sabeean element in the representation and wor- 
ship of Mendes. Without this the analogy would fail in the ex- 
pression “the star of your God.” On this point we can refer to 
JABLONSKY, p. 287, and CREUZER, ili. 236. Mendes was first 
of all a personification of the masculine principle in nature, the 
active and fructifying power; hence the goat was sacred to him, 
and females were prostituted in his honour. But since the sun was 
regarded as the chief organ of the active fructifying principle m 
nature, Mendes at the sametime became the sun-god; was the 
sun-god with a peculiar important reference ; sce CREUZER, 1. 295, 
on the custom of the Egyptians to separate the expressions of an 
original essence in particular persons, and then to connect them 
together in one conception. ‘Thus, as the sun-god, the Kgyptian 
Pan appears in a piece of sculpture that was dedicated to him in 
Panopolis, described by Stephanus Byz. 5. v. Πανὸς πόλις ; see 
Jablonsky, p. 291, Creuzer, 111. 236. In his hand he holds a whip 
as the symbol of authority. Now, we still require an analogy for 
the plural, ““ your images,” which shows that the Israelites did not 
content themselves with the worship of the King of Heaven. This 
analogy we obtain in the plural 277%. This is formed just like 
Baalim in 1 Kings xvii. 18, where Elijah says to Ahab, “ Ye have 
forsaken the commandments of the Lord, and thou hast followed 
Baalim. According to ch. xvi. 31-33 he had built sanctuaries 
to Baal and Astarte, and served them, and in xvii. 19 Baal and 
Astarte are referred to, so that Baalim must be equivalent to Baal 
and his associates, and thus Sedrim ΘΠ 9, means the goat-god and 
others of his class. Moreover, in 2 Chron. 11. 15 the Israelitish 
worship is mentioned as including that of the ΞΡ), which they 
practised in the desert. 

Besides this principal passage in the Pentateuch, there are still 
some others to be compared. ‘Thus in Deut. xu. 8 (5), after the 
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injunction that the people, on their settlement in the land of Ca- 
naan, should bring all their sacrifices to one sanctuary, it is said, 
“Ye shall not do after all the things that we do here this day, 
every man whatsoever is right in his own eyes.” These words 
imply that, during the march through the wilderness, there was a 
laxity in their religious state, which could not be rectified till a 
subsequent period. If we compare Levit. xvii., the close connec- 
tion will be evident between the arbitrary choice of the place of 
worship and idolatry, so that the words cannot be understood 
merely of the former. And in Deut. iv. 19, where Moses warns 
Israel against the worship of sun, moon, and stars, and the whole 
host of heaven, it is plain that he had sufficient occasion for giving 
this warning in the existing circumstances. 

From these instances it is very distinctly shown what is the effect 
when the phrase “we are of yesterday” is taken too literally ; when, 
with a superstitious regard for the immense philosophical advances 
of recent years, men will not take the trouble to extend their studies 
beyond the last decennium, or at most the last but one, and treat 
with neglect the valuable investigations of a preceding age. Such 
conduct, of which VATKE’s work furnishes a complete specimen, 
must necessarily bring back our knowledge to a second childhood, 
in which the mind is caught by every appearance, and everything 
is reduced to mere guess-work, and all the ostentation of a super- 
ficial philosophy will not preserve from those deplorable conse- 
quences which are apparent in almost all the writings of that 
school, and in so many others. 


We have now prepared the way for obtaining the result of the 
proofs that have been adduced. Von BoHLEN says of the pro- 
phets before the captivity (L/énlettung, p. 152), “ They never 
enforce a precept with the words of the Pentateuch, by which they 
might have considerably heightened the effect of their denuncia- 
tions, as a Mahommedan teacher would his instructions by the word 
of the Koran ; and here the argumentum a silentio is so powerful, 
that it gives the certainty of an axiom to the assertion that these 
prophets were not acquainted with the Pentateuch.” VATKE also. 
employs similar language. ‘‘If we invert the matter, and make 
the Pentateuch in its present form the most ancient book in the 
Old Testament, the originality fails on that side, and we must 
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marvel that the older prophets knew not how to make a more 
thorough and comprehensive use of its contents, and never revert 
to it im order to brand many customs and usages as directly 
running counter to the words of Jehovah,’ p. 481. The lot 
that awaits such assertions at no very distant period, any one 
may foresee with certainty who previously compares with them 
what has been adduced from Hosea and Amos. They will be 
regarded as proofs that their authors never read with thoughtful- 
ness—we are not speaking hyperbolically—one single chapter of 
_the prophets. For in every chapter of the prophets there are re- 
ferences to the Pentateuch which these critics have entirely over- 
looked ; and they are so significant, so strongly affect the essen- 
tial meaning, that he who does not perceive them, can never fully 
comprehend that. And he who in one case entirely and com- 
pletely overlooks what is as plain as day, how many other things 
must he not also overlook—how can confidence be placed in him 
in general as an expositor and a critic? Equally would these as- 
sertions serve as proofs of the quality of the acquaintance with the 
Pentateuch possessed by its most zealous opponents. Whoever 
has made himself thoroughly familiar with the Pentateuch, even if 
he had read the prophets but superficially, must involuntarily meet 
with a number of verbal allusions. But verily, men of such indo- 
mitable courage would not allow themselves to be mistaken, even 
if it were shown that their argumentum a silentio was not sound. 
Without hesitation they would pronounce every prophetic passage 
to be spurious in which they could no longer deny a reference to 
the Pentateuch. Vatke, who, perhaps, surmised what might hap- 
pen, has already adopted that expedient. He remarks (p. 463), 
“Even Hosea cannot be placed above the suspicion of later inter- 
polations.” And whoever would venture to express such a suspi- 
cion of a prophet, whose peculiar style is impressed on every sen- 
tence that he wrote—whoever could venture to transfer Joel to the 
captivity, and Is. xxiv.—xxvii. to the times of the Maccabees—to 
whom only his own philosophical prejudices are firm, and eyvery- 
thing else afloat—can be embarrassed by no historical fact what- 
ever. But 110 is in vain to wish to conquer their inclination by 
argument, yet still they cannot avoid being put to shame, if they 
lay hold of this new refuge. For ¢ha¢ fact will always remain 
firm, that by their early assertions they have furnished evidence 
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of their philosophical superficiality. And then the more, instead 
of the great moderation which distinguished the German Ration- 
alism contrasted with English Deism and French Atheism, the 
boundless caprice of later writers appears, (to which on the Old 
Testament the works of VarTKE and Von BoHLEN, and on the 
New Testament those of Strauss and Baur, have already made 
an important addition), so much easier will it be for any unpreju- 
diced person to perceive that the origin of this tendency lies en- 
tirely out of the domain of philosophy, that it speaks and decides, 
what it is forced to say and decide, as the slave of inclination and 
prejudice, not according to what the subject requires. 

Further, if it be settled that in the times of Hosea and Amos 
the written Mosaic Law had been publicly introduced into the 
kingdom of the Ten Tribes, all those reasons vanish which have 
been urged against the genuineness of the Pentateuch from the 
pretended traces of the Assyrian and Babylonish age ; we shall, 
moreover, at once be brought back to the existence of the Penta- 
teuch among the Ten Tribes at the time of the separation of the 
two kingdoms. If it merely resulted from the allusions to the 
Pentateuch in Hosea and Amos, that in their time the prophets 
and the other worshippers of the true God in the kingdom of Is- 
rael acknowledged it as the work of Moses, this fact would form 
no peculiar ground for the genuineness of the Pentateuch. It 
would only be auxiliary in proving the improbability that a later 
composition could have been received in the kingdom of Judah as 
a work of Moses. For we must acknowledge as perfectly correct 
the assertion of DE WErTE, “ the better party in Israel and Judah 
was one ; in both it made a stand against idolatrous worship, and 
sought to preserve the true worship of Jehovah.” (Beitr. i. 198.) 
To the faithful adherents to the Theocracy in Israel there was no 
separation of the people in a religious respect ; they recognised the 
temple at Jerusalem as the only national sanctuary. But that a pub- 
‘ic introduction of the Pentateuch into the kingdom of Israel—such 
asis presupposed by the multitude of references to it in Hosea and 
Amos—is even conceivable from Judah—this De Wette has not 
made plausible by his diffuse special-pleading, which even Gesenius 
allows to be partial and distorted. Let us only think ! The jealousy 
and enmity between Israel and Judah (v. Keti on Chronicles, p. 60) 
must alone have rendered that transference difficult. But, besides, 
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there were other very peculiar circumstances. The whole religious 
economy of [5786] was denounced by the Pentateuch; the strict 
law of the unity of the national sanctuary—the absolute prohibi- 
tion of all image worship—the practical testimony which the his- 
tory of the Pentateuch furnishes for its condemnation—the exclu- 
sive investment of the priesthood in the tribe of Levi, with the 
practical proofs of the Divine sanction—these, and many other 
things, gave it a death-blow. It is true the priests and kings 
invented methods by which they tried to reconcile their irregula- 
rities with the Pentateuch. But these methods were so forced, 
that only the necessity in which they found themselves when the 
Pentateuch, at the time of the separation from Judah, was univer- 
sally acknowledged as the work of Moses, explains their choice. 
That they would voluntarily subject themselves to such necessity, 
no one will admit. They would thus have put a sword in the 
hands of the prophets against themselves. They would have im- 
providently laid the foundation for a possible reunion of the Ten 
Tribes with Judah, which would have been to counterwork the 
main object of Jeroboam’s policy, and that of all his successors. 
What anxiety was felt to ward off a Jewish influence that was far 
less important, is exemplified in the conduct of the priest Amaziah 
towards Amos. 


Yet there are still other grounds by which we prove the publie 
introduction of the Pentateuch into the kingdom of Israel. ‘These 
are furnished by the history of that kingdom in THE Books ΟΡ 
Kines. The credibility of this history has indeed, in modern 
times, been subjected to many attacks; and for that reason we 
have first brought forward the evidence from the prophets, that 
we might in this way lay a solid foundation, and obtain a favour- 
able hearing. We have also left unnoticed such references to the 
Pentateuch which, by possibility, might belong to later Jewish 
authorities. Nevertheless, the references to the Pentateuch are 
so frequent and so intimate, that, to do away with them, the repre- 
sentation of the Israelitish history must be denied all historical 
value. But the most daring of our opponents shrink from going 
so far. Thus VaTKE remarks (p. 401) in reference to the part 
that has been most assailed, the ‘‘ prophetic legends,” that not- 
withstanding later mythical additions, they contain many genuine 
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historical elements. ‘The traces of the Pentateuch are equally 
strong in narratives which are perfectly free from the miraculous, 
and bear the character of truth even to the most prejudiced, as, for. 
example, the story of Ahab and Naboth—as in those which come 
within the province of the supernatural. But if any one were dis- 
posed to consider the latter as myths, he would not by so doing 
escape the conclusion. As soon as he admits, what no one can avoid, 
not even Vatke and others, that these myths were formed in the 
kingdom of Israel, the references to the Pentateuch that have been 
adduced remain in full force, and answer the purposes of our argu- 
ment as completely as if we had adhered to the strictly historical 
system of interpretation. 

Let us, in the first place, survey the history after the separation 
of the two kingdoms, and then turn to the accounts given of.this 
separation. itself. 

A great crisis arrived in the kingdom of Israel under Ahab. 
The great question arose of the existence or non-existence of the 
true religion in [1586]. Jeroboam and his immediate successors 
adhered to the worship of Jehovah in connection with images. 
Ahab, on the other hand, served Baal and Ascherah, and built 
sanctuaries to them. Under these circumstances Elijah appeared. 
He threatened Ahab at their first interview. 1 Kings xvii. 1, “As 
the Lord God of Israel liveth, before whom I stand, there shall not 
be dew nor rain these years, but according to my word.” We 
have here a particular application of the denunciation in Deut. 
xi. 16, 17, “Take heed to yourselves that your heart be not de- 
ceived, and ye turn aside and serve other gods and worship them. 
And then the Lord’s wrath be kindled against you, and he shut up 
the heaven, that there be no rain, and that the land yield not her 
fruit.” 

In the narrative of the conflict of Elijah with the worshippers 
of Baal (1 Kings xvui.), it is said, v. 23, “ Let them give us two 
bullocks, and let them choose one bullock for themselves, and cut 
it in pieces ("DH), and lay it on wood, and put no fire under; 
and I will dress ("¥28) the other bullock, and lay it on wood, and 
put no fire under.” V. 38, “‘ And he put the wood in order 
(72"), and cut the bullock in pieces, and laid him on the altar.” 
We have here exactly the same preparations which are prescribed 
in Leviticus, ch. 1., in reference to the sacrifice of the bullock; 
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v. 6-8, “ And he shall flay the burnt-offering, and cut it into his 
pieces (752). And the sons of Aaron the priest shall put fire upon 
the altar, and lay the wood in order (Ἴ353}) upon the fire. And 
the priests ... shalllay the parts .. . mm order upon the wood that 
is in the fire.” In both places there are the same technical terms ΠΤ" 
7”. It is to be noticed that Baal’s priests also observed the same 
order in preparing the sacrifice, and therefore follow the direc- 
tions of the Pentateuch. This proves, what is also evident on 
other grounds (see Christologie it. 10), that the worship of Baal 
did not standin manifest opposition to Jehovah—that they main- 
tained the identity of Jehovah and Baal—that the persecution 
was not against the worshippers of Jehovah in general, but only 
against those who bore powerful testimony against the union of 
what was irreconcileable, who loudly maintained that Jehovah, 
identified with Baal, was no longer Jehovah. ‘The proposal which 
Elyah made from his point of view, that they should see whether 
Jehovah was God or Baal; the priests of Baal, from their point 
of view, understood to be, whether Jehovah-Baal was God or 
Jehovah in perfect exclusiveness. This view is confirmed by v. 
21, “How long halt ye between two opinions (super duabus opi- 
nionibus), if Jenovah be God, follow him; but if Baal, then 
follow him.” ‘This plainly implies, that in the popular opinion, 
these heterogencous religious elements were blended in one. The 
mode of deciding which Elijah chose, refers to Lev. ix. Aaron 
then brings the offering after his consecration, first for himself, 
and then for the people. “ Andthe glory of the Lord appeared. 
And there came out a fire from before the Lord, and consumed 
upon the altar the burnt offering and the fat, which, when all the 
people saw they shouted, and fell down upon their faces.” The 
circumstances were now similar, but still more urgent. In the 
former case there was the first solemn sanction of the worship 
of Jehovah ; in the latter, the renewal of it, in opposition to the 
worship of Baal. And the issue is exactly the same, v. 39. In 
his conduct towards the priests of Baal, Elijah followed the Divine 
fw Cute πὶ Lo, 16, Xvi Oo: 

The whole narrative of the journey of Elijah to Mount Horeb 
rests on the Pentateuch. That he spent forty days in this jour- 
ney, indicates that the leading of Isracl through the wilderness 
was re-enacted in his person ; trial was the essential quality com- 
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mon to both events. The food which the angel brought him, 
and which lasted for the whole time, corresponded to the manna. 
The appearance of the Lord on the mountain, which (v. 8), in 
reference to the former manifestation, is called the mount of God, 
(compare Exod. 111. 2) is a repetition of what happened to Moses. 
Exod. xxxiii. 21, xxxiv. 6. Elijah stood in the cave ("22", the 
cave in which Moses saw the Lord, Exod. xxxili. 22. Let the 
narrative be considered as a myth, how vividly must the contents of 
the Pentateuch have been impressed on men’s minds in the kingdom 
of Israel, since they possessed this creative power of reproduction. 

Ch. xx. 42, “ Because thou hast let go out of thy hand a man 
whom I appointed to utter destruction, therefore thy life shall go 
for his life, and thy people for his people.’ This passage relates 
to the injunctions in the Pentateuch respecting the ®73, Lev. 
xxvil. 29. ‘‘ None devoted, which shall be devoted of men, shall 
be redeemed, but shall surely be put to death.” See on this pas- 
sage and the ®°7 generally, Christol. 11.453. This passage must 
have been known to the king, and acknowledged by him as bind- 
ing; for the whole rebuke and threatening rest entirely on his 
having sinned against his better knowledge. 

In c. xxi. 3. Naboth says to Ahab, “The Lord forbid it me, that 
I should give the inheritance of my fathers unto thee. Here we find 
a reference to Lev. xxy. 99, “ The land shall not be sold for ever 
for the land is mine ; for ye are strangers and sojourners with me.” 
Numb. xxxvi. 8, “that the children of Israel may enjoy every 
man the inheritance of his fathers.” The whole history is intel- 
ligible only by means of this key. Naboth might have made a 
very advantageous bargain, but he believed that if he had allowed 
himself to do so, he would have committed a religious offence, an 
offence against the God of Israel. This implies that the Mosaic 
law was firmly established in Israel. This is also confirmed by 
the conduct of Ahab, who never dreamt of gratifying his desires 
by an act of violence, and by the procedure of Jezebel, who did 
not venture on any direct measures, but framed a circuitous plot 
to gain her end. The letter of the law stood opposed to despotism 
like a wall of brass, not to be broken through, but evaded. The 
references to the law in ver. 10 are very important, ‘‘ And set two 
men, sons of Belial, before him, to bear witness against him, say- 
ing, thou didst blaspheme (7°72, b/ess) God and the king, and 


TRACES OF THE PENTATEUCH IN THE BOOKS OF KINGS. 178 


then carry him out, and stone him that he may die.” All is here 
adapted to attain the end within the bounds of the Mosaic Law, 
and indeed by means of it. 1. The Mosaic regulation respecting 
witnesses 15 followed. In capital offences, one witness was not 
enough ; two, at least, were required. Numb. xxxv. 30; Deut. 
xvii. 6, 7; xix. 5. MicHaEtis Mosaisches Recht. Th. 6, § 299. 
2. The accusation is founded on Exod. χα 27 (28), ‘* Thou 
shalt not revile God, (BTN), nor curse the ruler of thy people ;” 
that is, thou shalt not curse thy ruler, for every offence against a 
visible representative of God in his kingdom is an offence against 
God. In one who bears the image of God, God himself is 
offended. In this regulation relative to the crime of high trea- 
son, no punishment was affixed ; it was left to the discretion of 
the judge, v. Micuar.is, § 295. Recourse, therefore, was had 
to analogies. Admitting that to curse the king was equivalent to 
cursing God, the regulations in Deut. xii. 11, and xvii. 5, appear 
applicable, according to which those who were guilty of idolatry 
were to be punished with death, and that by stoning. About 
these ordinances, especially Deut. xvi., where also the necessity of 
two witnesses 15 mentioned to meet the case in question, the gene- 
ral expression 22) puyoN ἼΠΞ, to bless God and the king, to bid 
them farewell, to renounce them, is chosen; the “ cursing” in Ex- 
odus is referred to the general idea of forsaking, which is com- 
mon to the injunction against high treason and that against 
idolatry. The meaning ¢o curse is forced on 772 only by those 
who have looked at the passage before us superficially, and have 
not noticed its reference to the Pentateuch. If it lose the sup- 
port of this passage, no one can think of applying it to Jobi. 5; 
ii. 5; and Psalm x. 3, where it is not at all suitable. 3. The 
“carrying out” (ΠΤ) is founded on Deut. xvii. 5, “Then 
shalt thou bring forth (E82) that man or that woman, (which 
have committed that wicked thing) unto thy gates, and shalt stone 
them with stones till they die.” Of this identification of high 
treason with blasphemy, confiscation was the necessary conse- 
quence. See MicuHace is, Th.i., § 59. 

In ch. xxu. Ahab having determined to go out in alliance with 
Jehosaphat, king of Judah, against the Syrians, assembled his 
prophets, four hundred in number, to enquire of them the issue of 
the war. With one voice they all promised success. One of their 
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number, Zedekiah, ‘‘ made him horns of iron, and said, Thus saith 
the Lord, with these shall thou push the Syrians, until thou have 
consumed them.” This symbolical act is manifestly an embody- 
ing of the image in Deut. xxxiii. 17, “ His firstling bullock is 
gloriously adorned (videtur intelligere cornua, qua sunt decor 
boum. LE CLERC), and his horns are those of the buffalo; with 
them he shall push the people together to the ends of the earth ; 
and they are the ten thousands of Ephraim, and they are the thou- 
sands of Manasseh.” ‘This splendid promise, specially for the de- 
scendants of Joseph, was the foundation on which the false pro- 
phet supported himself, while he overlooked one thing, that the 
promise was conditional, and the condition on this occasion was 
wanting. Ifit were assumed that the words attributed to Zede- 
kiah, really belonged to the writer, nothing would be gained by 
such a supposition, For this very peculiar symbolic act is of it- 
self sufficient to determine the reference to the Pentateuch. This 
reference is of so much greater weight, because Zedekiah was a 
prophet of Baal, (this is evident from Jehosaphet’s question in 
ver. 7, “15 there not here a prophet of Jehovah besides ?” 
(Ὁ mig? 8"22) which implies that all the four hundred belonged to 
the state-religion of Israel), and the symbolical act could only 
have been resorted to, on the presumption that its meaning, as 
derived from the Pentateuch, was intelligible to all present, and 
especially to the king. 

The true prophet Micah, who, at J ehosaphat's ἀνοιν request, 
was reluctantly sent for by Ahab, says, in ver. 17, to the two 
kings, “1 saw all Israel scattered upon the hills, as sheep that 
have not a shepherd,” 72> Brom NS “ws 832, The allusion is here to 
Num. xxvil. 16, 17, where Moses, after his approaching end had 
been made known to him, said to the Lord, ‘‘ Let the Lord, the 
God of the spirits of all flesh, set a man over the congregation 
which may go out before them . . . . that the congregation 
of the Lord be not as sheep which have no shepherd,” "=S 1882 
meeps, Since Israel was no longer Israel, that calamity befel 
them which Moses deprecated as inconsistent with their existence 
as a covenant people. That we have here the zpsissima verba of 
. the prophet is confirmed by the reference to his address, which wé 
find in the Jewish prophet Micah. (See Christologie, iti. 240). 

Ver. 27. Ahab ordered his attendants, ‘“ Put this fellow in pri- 
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son (the phrase ‘ carry him back” in ver. 26 implies that Micah 
had been there before, and was brought thence into the king’s 
presence), and feed him with bread of affliction, and with water of 
affliction, until I come in peace.’ Upon this, Micah said (ver. 
28), “Τῇ thou return at all in peace, the Lord hath not spoken 
by me.” Micah was to be kept in prison till the successful return 
of the two kings, and then to be put to death. The line of con- 
duct pursued by the king was regulated by the Mosaic law rela- 
tive to prophets, by which, for the present, to his great annoyance, 
his hands were bound. According to that law (see MICHAELIS, i. 
§ 36), whoever spoke in the name of the true God, was to be 
spared until, by the failure of his prophecy, he was proved to be a 
deceiver. He might be thrown in prison to secure his person, but 
not be put to death. ‘To the same law, Micah refers in his reply. 
Deut. xvii. 20-22, “ But the prophet who shall presume to speak 
a word in my name, which 1 have not commanded him to speak, 

that prophet shall die. And if thou say in thine 
heart, how shall we know the word which the Lord hath not spo- 
ken ? When a prophet speaketh in the name of the Lord, if the 
thing follow not, nor come to pass, that is the thing which the 
Lord hath not spoken, but the prophet hath spoken it presumpt- 
uously, thou shalt not be afraid of him.” ‘The same conformity 
to the law in question which Ahab exhibited towards Micah, was 
shown in the treatment of Jeremiah in the kingdom of Judah. 
Jercim, Xxxvil, 15,16? xxv. 

In 2 Kings u. 9, Elisha says to Elijah, “ I pray thee, let a 
double portion (872-72) of thy spirit rest on me.” Elisha, as the 
first born of Elijah in a spiritual sense, standing to him in the same 
relation as Joshua to Moses, requested a double portion of his spi- 
ritual birthright in allusion to the regulation respecting the rights 
of primogeniture, Deut. xxi. 17. From this passage the phrase 
nuv"2 is taken. It serves there to designate the double portion 
of the inheritance allotted to the first born. “in the sense of 
portion or share, is not found elsewhere. See Christologie, 11. 
342; and Hertz (On the Traces of the Pentateuch in the Books 
of Kings; Altona, 1822, p. 48), who agrees with the author in 
determining the meaning of 2 Kings 11. and in the reference to 
Deut. xxi. 17. It follows from this passage, that the Mosaic law of 
primogeniture was observed at that time in the kingdom of Israel. 
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The peculiar use of mpd in ver. 3, 5, 10 isin allusion to Gen. v. 
24, where it is said of Enoch, “‘ and he was not, for God took 
him.” The translation of Enoch was repeated in Elijah. Gene- 
rally, the connection with the Pentateuch is discoverable in the 
fact, that most of the miraculous events in the history of Elijah 
and Elisha are prefigured in the Mosaic history. We need only 
call to mind the fire from heaven which consumed Elijah’s sacri- 
fice, compared with the fire that consumed the rebels—the divi- 
sion of the waters of Jordan—the sweetening of the brackish wa- 
ter—the restoration of the Shunamite’s child, compared with the 
history of Sarah — the bread of the man of Baal-Salisa com- 
pared with the supply of quails—the doom of leprosy on Gehazi 
compared with the doom of leprosy on Miriam—the healing of 
the leprous Naaman compared with the healing of the leprous Mi- 
riam, &c. If the historical character of the narratives in the books 
of Kings be preserved, the conformity of these events with those 
in the Pentateuch, which cannot be accidental, (as little as the 
conformity of the miracles of the New Testament with those of 
the Old Testament), implies that the latter were generally known 
and believed in the kingdom of Israel. Had the case been 
otherwise, the object of this conformity would never have been at- 
tained, which was to show, that the God of Israel was always the 
same—that the God of their fathers was still the iving God—that 
Elisha and Elijah stood in the same relation to him as his honour- 
ed servants in former ages—that the cause which they served was 
the same cause of the Lord—and that the church which they re- 
presented was a continuation of the original church of the Lord. 
- Should any one still maintain the mythical character of the nar- 
ratives, after the foregoing remarks, he will only find himself in- 
volved in still greater difficulties. 

In ch. ui. 19, Elisha enjoins. upon the Israelites, when they 
invaded the land of Moab, to cut down the fruit trees. This indi- 
cates that the injunction in Deut. xx. 19, 20, did not come into 
application, according to which, in besieging the Canaanitish 
cities which the Israelites were to possess, the fruit-trees were 
to be spared, and only the common trees cut down. (See Hert. 
p. 44). 

We are informed in v. 20 that the miraculous divine aid was 
afforded “in the morning when the meat-offermg was offered.’ 
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Compare this with 1 Kings xvii. 29,36. The Divine decision of 
the controversy between Elijah and the prophets of Baal took 
place “at the time of the offering of the evening sacrifice” (7°723 
me"). These passages shew that the commandment respecting 
the daily offering, morning and evening, of a lamb, together with 
a mm, Exod. xxix. 39, was known and observed in the kingdom 
of Israel; otherwise the allusion to the morning and evening 
sacrifice would have been unmeaning and useless, 

According to ch. iv. 1, awoman came to Elisha and said, “‘ the 
creditor is come to take unto him my two sons to be servants.’ 
27222, The creditor had a right to do so according to the law, 
Ley. xxv. 40, only a benevolent treatment of the debtor was en- 
joined ; he was to be a servant and not a slave. MICHAELIS, 11. 
§ 148. 

In v. 16, Elisha says to the Shunamite, ‘‘ About this season, 
according to the time of life, thou shalt embrace a son,’ 735 “ptie> 
monz2, ‘This very singular expression is taken from Gen. xvii. 
10, 14. Since the verbal agreement is based on similar facts, we 
are not justified in attributing the former to the writer of the Book 
of Kings as unborrowed. 

Ver. 23, The husband of the Shunamite says, ‘© Wherefore 
wilt thou go to him to-day; it is neither new moon nor Sabbath. 
Like Amos viii. 5, this shows that the Sabbath and New Moon 
were celebrated in the land of Israel. 

In ch. iv. 42, it is said, “‘ there came a man from Baal-Sha- 
lisha, and brought the man of God bread of the first fruits (me 
m7"23), twenty loaves of barley and full ears of corn in the husk.” 
According to the law, after the harvest, the priests received the first 
fruits of corn, wine, oil, and also the first loaves baked of the 
fresh corn; yet this was a present, of which the quantity was left 
to the choice of the giver. ‘These first fruits were not laid on the 
altar, but belonged merely to the priests, see MICHAELIS, iv. § 193. 
Deut. xvii. 4, 5, “ The first fruit also of thy corn, of thy wine, 
and of thy oil, . . shalt thou give him. For the Lord thy 
God hath chosen him out of all thy tribes, to stand and minis- 
ter in the name of the Lord.” Num. xvii. 13, and in reference 
to the 7272 (“ full ears of corn’), which, except in this passage and 
the two places in the Pentateuch, never occurs with this meaning, 
therefore probably was no longer employed in the language of 
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common life, Lev. ii. 14; xxiii. 14. Pious persons in the land 
of Israel to whom this injunction was well known, brought what 
they could not give to the Levitical priests, to their substitutes the 
prophets, since they directed their attention to the ratio legi ad- 
jecta, while the mass of the people transferred to the priests of 
Baal what had been enjoined in the Pentateuch in reference to the 
Levitical priests. The narrative also is remarkable as an evi- 
dence of the non-recognition of the state-church by the godly 
party, which could only rest on the existence of the Pentateuch 
in the Land of Israel. On the relation of the supply of food here, 
to that of Israel, by means of quails in the desert, we have al- 
ready remarked. See ver. 43 compared with Numb. xi. 21, 22. 

On ch. v. 7, compare Deut. xxxii. 39. Ver. 27, Elisha said 
to Gehazi, “ The leprosy, therefore, of Naaman shall cleave unto 
thee and unto thy seed for ever. And he went out from his pre- 
sence a leper as white as snow.” This passage implies that in the 
kingdom of Israel it was usual to regard leprosy as the image and 
punishment of sin, as had been settled by the Pentateuch. ‘This 
is so much more noticeable, since, as HERTZ (p. 46) has remarked, 
it appears, from the same. chapter, that among the neighbourimg 
nations the leprosy was not such an object of abhorrence, so that 
this abhorrence cannot be regarded as the natural product of the 
peculiar nature of the disease, but only the offspring of its symbolic 
meaning, as determined by the law. Naaman, after, as well as 
before, his leprosy, filled his high office, lived in the society of his 
wife and family, and attended the temple of the god Rimmon. 
The author shows his acquaintance with the Pentateuch by the 
phrase #22 72, where it occurs only twice. Exod. iv. 6; Numb. 
xi. 10. 

2 Kings, vi. 17, “ And Elisha prayed, and said, Lord open 
his eyes that he may see; and he opened the eyes of the young 
man, and he saw, and behold the mountain was full of horses and 
chariots of fire round about Elijah.” The prayer of the prophet 
is suggested by Gen. xxxii. 2, 8, where Jacob, when danger 
threatened him from Esau, saw himself surrounded by two hosts 
of angels. Also ver. 18, “ And when they came down to him, 
Elisha prayed unto the Lord, and said, Smite, I pray thee, this 
people with blindness #71722, and he smote them with blindness 
according to the word of Elijah.” The language of the prophet's 
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prayer may be traced to the Pentateuch. Gen. xix. 11, “ And 
they smote the men that were at the door of the house with blind- 
ness, the only passage besides where the word p2 occurs. 

In ch. vi. 26, a woman comes to the king of Israel, and cries 
out, “ Help, my lord, O king! and the king said unto her, What 
aileth thee ? and she answered, This woman said unto me, Give 
thy son that we may eat him to day, and we will eat my son to- 
morrow. So we boiled my son and did eat him; and I said unto 
her on the next day, Give thy son that we may eat him: and she 
hath hid her son. And it came to pass when the king heard the 
words of the woman, that he rent his clothes, and he passed by 
upon the wall, and the people looked, and, behold, he had sack- 
cloth within upon his flesh.” The reason why this occurrence so 
deeply affected the king, and impelled him to the actions and garb 
of contrition, may be gathered from the following passages. Lev. 
xxvi. 29, “And ye shall eat the flesh of your sons, and the flesh 
of your daughters ye shall eat.” Deut. xxviii. 53, “ And thou 
shalt eat the fruit of thy own body, the flesh of thy sons and of 
thy daughters (which the Lord thy God hath given thee), in the 
siege and in the straitness wherewith thine enemics shall distress 
thee in all thy gates.” Ver. 56, 57, 58, “ The tender and delicate 
woman .. . her eye shall be evil . . . towards her children 
which she shall bear; for she shall eat them for want of all things 
secretly in the siege, &c. If thou wilt not observe to do all the 
words of this law that are written in this book, that thou mayest 
fear this glorious and fearful name, the Lord thy God.” The 
inferior sufferings which were threatened in the law to the despisers 
of God, had been endured by the king without making any per- 
manent impression. But now, when the heaviest, so peculiar, so 
unique in its kind, suddenly met him, the correspondence of the 
actual event to the prophecy struck him so forcibly, that his eyes 
were at once opened to discern all the other signs of the times. 
The entire contents of the curses and imprecations of the law were 
present to his mind. ‘The fearful catastrophe it threatened had 
taken place. He fluctuated between penitence and despair; and 
was impelled by the latter to use violence with the prophet. As 
in this, so in the two other great catastrophies, the siege by the 
Chaldeans, and by the Romans, the same circumstance is distinctly 


noted, with a reference to the Pentateuch. In reference to the 
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former, as a threatening, Jerem. xix. 9, “ And I will cause thenr 
to eat the flesh of their sons, and the flesh of their daughters,” 
(agreeing verbally with Deut. xxvui. 53), and Ezek. v. 10, and 
as a fulfilment, Lamen. iv. 10; in reference to the latter, JoSE- 
PHUS de bell. Jud. vu. 21. | 

In ch. vil. 2, are given the words of the unbelieving nobleman, 
“ Behold if the Lord would make windows in heaven, might this 
thing be ;” an allusion to Gen. vii. 11, “The windows of heaven 
were opened.” As if he had said, ‘‘ If the Lord” (of which to him 
appeared no likelihood) “should send down such a flood of bless- 
ings, as once of rain.” ‘Two other passages in the prophets have 
undeniably the same reference. Mal. in. 10, “ If I will not open 
you the windows of heaven, and pour you out a blessing ;” and 
Isa. xxiv. 18, ‘ for the windows from on high are open, and the 
foundations of the earth do shake.” The expression is so pecu- 
liar that the whole history must be given up along with it. How 
remarkable it appeared to the author himself, how vividly it was im- 
pressed on his mind, is shewn by the literal repetition of itin v. 19. 

The narrative of the four lepers at the gate in the same chap- 
ter, shows how strictly the Mosaic regulation (Num. v. 3; Lev. 
xill. 46) was observed in the kingdom of Israel (see Christologie 
ii. 592). During the siege, the lepers durst not leave the 
place appointed them by the law “at the entering in of the gate,” 
and even when they brought the good news of the departure of 
the Syrians, they were not admitted into the city, ver. 10. 

The history of the later kings of Israel is very brief, and con- 
sists of the barest outline, so that here we can glean but little. 
In ch. xiv. 25, it is said, “ He (Jeroboam) restored the coast of 
Israel from the entermg of Hamath, unto the sea of the plain 
mom O°, according to the word of Jehovah the God of Israel, 
which he spake by the hand of his servant Jonah the son of Amit- 
tai, the prophet, which was of Gath-Hepher.” Here is a reference 
to the settlement of the boundaries which is taken from the pro- 
phecy of Jonah, who was born in the kingdom of Israel and 
laboured there. avn θη with the annexed Epexegesis 9727 = 
occurs in the settlement of the boundaries of the promised land, 
Deut. 111. 17; iv. 49. The words are not a proper name (which 
renders it more certain that they were borrowed from the Penta- 
teuch), but a mere appellative designation. Besides the nibter By, 


TRACES OF THE PENTATEUCH IN THE BOOKS OF KINGS. [8] 


this is shown by the mention of "3>%, which precedes in both pas- 
sages—il. 17, “ The plain also and Jordan, and the coasts thereof, 
from Chinnereth even unto the sea of the plain, the salt-sea ;” iv. 
49, “And all the plain on this side Jordan eastward, even unto 
the sea of the plain.” Joshua ii. 16 also refers to Deut. i. 17. 
Hamath is mentioned in the description of the boundaries, Num. 
xxxiv. 8. At the time when Jonah delivered his prophecy, the 
actual boundaries were far short of those laid down in the Penta- 
teuch. Hence it was quite natural that, in announcing the speedy 
removal of this difference, he should avail himself of the words of 
the Pentateuch. 

The whole ministry of the prophets in the kingdom of Israel 
is an inexplicable enigma, unless on the supposition of the public 
introduction of the Pentateuch. STEuDEL has ably pointed this 
out, in the treatise quoted at the beginning of this section. Not- 
withstanding all the annoyance which the prophets occasioned to 
the kings of Israel and to their priests, who were so intimately 
connected with them, yet they never were subjected to a decided, 
constant system of persecution and extermination. Unless we 
consign to oblivion ail historical probability and all historical ana- 
logies (the analogy that first offers itself is the position of the 
prophets under the ungodly kings of Judah; but we may also look 
at the relation of unbelieving governments to the confessors of the 
ancient faith im our church, whose just claims, testified by their 
writings, has always exercised a greater or less paralyzing influ- 
ence on the most decidedly inimical disposition), this state of things 
implies that they were in possession of an external right, by which 
the hatred against them was confined, and the strict consequences 
of proceedings were checked. But on what could such an exter- 
nal right be based, unless on the public recognition of the Penta- 
teuch, on which they grounded their censures, with which they con- 
nected their threatenings, and whose injunctions respecting prophets 
formed a defence against their adversaries ? Even the authority 
which the prophets of Jehovah-Baal and of the calf-worship 
enjoyed in the kingdom of Israel, so that on important public 
occasions great weight was attached to their concurrence (see the 
remarkable instance in 1 Kings xxii.), implies such a foundation 
for the prophetic order, as was laid in the possession of the written 
law, and its prescriptions in reference to the prophets. 
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But having stated the positive grounds for the existence of the 
Pentateuch in the kingdom of Israel in the times after Jeroboam, 
we must examine the arguments by which it has been attempted 
to prove the contrary. E1cHHORN in his Essay on the Prophetic 
traditions belonging to the kingdom of Israel (Bibl. fiir bibl. 
Litt. iv. 195) asserts that the prophets in the kingdom of Israel 
did not oppose the image worship at Dan-and Bethel, for which 
he gives this admirable reason, how could they otherwise be agree- 
able to a court that favoured image worship? Even Elijah, he 
says, with his fiery zeal, appears not to have disapproved of the 
worship of Jehovah under an image, at least he does make that a 
matter of complaint in 1 Kings xix. 14. This assertion has lately 
been repeated by VATKE, who goes so far as to deny the existence 
of any written law in the kingdom of Israel down to the period of 
its dissolution. In the prophetic legends, he says (p. 401), which 
were first formed in the land of Israel—those respecting Elijah 
and Elisha—no opposition to the symbol of the calf is mentioned, 
which, from its comparative abundance, would have been a strik- 
ing circumstance, if opposition to it had formed a conspicuous 
element in the prophetic function. There is nothing to show, he 
maintains (p. 421), that the Israelitish prophets were zealous for Je- 
hovah as far as he was worshipped in the temple at Jerusalem. Eli- 
jah’s conduct implies, notwithstanding the calf-symbol, the many 
high places and altars, and the non-Levitical priests, that the king- 
dom of Israel had remained faithful to Jehovah till the worship of 
Baal was introduced ; he even finds in the destruction of the altars 
of Jehovah, ‘“‘ which at that time they erected freely in all directions 
wherever they were wanted,” a sign of the violation of the cove- 
nant (1 Kings xix. 10, 14, xviii. 30); and no prophet directed the 
inhabitants of Israel to the worship at Jerusalem. Now, if the 
assertion were correct, that the prophets in Israel approved of the 
calf-worship, not another word could be said for the authority of 
the Pentateuch in Israel. The declarations against image-wor- 
ship in the Pentateuch are so clear and incontrovertible, so ex- 
press, that men of sincere piety and of earnest endeavour to 
know the will of God, and to obey it, like the prophets, must 
of necessity, if acquainted with the Pentateuch, have set them- 
selves against this irregularity. But this assertion is absolutely 
without foundation. That Klyah in 1 Kings xvii. and xix. did 
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not show his zeal against the calf-worship is simply accounted 
for by the circumstances of the times. At that time, under Ahab, 
even the worship of the calves had almost been swallowed up by 
the more dangerous form of apostacy from the Lord. Who would 
infer that because a murderer is charged only with murder, a theft 
he committed before is reckoned to be no crime? ΑΒ to the altars 
that were destroyed, we are not warranted to suppose that they were 
dedicated to the calf-worship. If we consult ch. xvii. 30, it appears 
that one of these altars stood on Mount Carmel—not at Bethel or 
Dan, the places where the calves were set up ; so that it is more pro- 
bable they were altars erected to the true God by the pious in Is- 
rael, who were prohibited by the King from going to the sanctuary 
at Jerusalem. If their minds were by the use of these altars di- 
rected to the sanctuary at Jerusalem, the violation of the Mosaic 
law (in the letter of it) respecting the unity of the sanctuary, 
would not be imputed to them as a crime, but to their rulers who 
had reduced them to this destitution. And even admitting that 
they had erred, if in this predicament they conceived that they had 
in effect a Divine summons to satisfy their religious wants by such 
a method, still the lamentation of Elijah for the destruction of 
the altars did not involve an unconditional approval of their erec- 
tion. What pious Protestant would not have been filled with 
horror and detestation at the destruction of the crosses in France, 
without unconditionally approving the disposition that caused their 
erection, or the superstition with which in a multitude of cases 
they were regarded ? Let us now turn to the counter arguments. 
Our opponents themselves acknowledge that they have the autho- 
rity of Amos and Hosea against them (see VATKE, p. 422, “ Hosea, 
who absolutely reprobated the multiplicity of altars and the calf- 
symbol”), but imagine that their authority may be easily set aside 
by a consideration of their Jewish origin. But that there is no 
evidence for this Jewish origin in the case of Hosea, has been 
already shown in the Christologic, ui. 1; and, besides, a Jew- 
ish prophet could only thus oppose the calf-symbol, if it had 
been introduced into the kingdom of Israel contrary to an express 
and distinct Divine command. Only on the supposition of a 
consciousness of guilt in the members of the Ten ‘Tribes, could 
what Amos and Hosea say against the calf-worship (not enlarg- 
ing on the subject, but only giving hints; not arguing, but threat- 
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ening) make any impression. To this we may add, what has 
been already noticed, that they frequently appeal to the special 
passages in the Pentateuch as known in common with themselves 
to those whom they threaten. But we have additional evidence. 
When Elijah (1 Kings xviii. 81) “ took twelve stones, according 
to the number of the tribes of the sons of Jacob, unto whom the 
word of the Lord came, saying, Israel shall be thy name,’ he tes- 
tified by this act that he did not acknowledge as legitimate the 
actual existing religious separation. The unity of the people 
formed the basis of the unity of the sanctuary which the law re- 
quired, and this recognition of the former was at the same time 
a prediction of the renewed realization of the latter. A similar 
remark applies to ch. xix. 19, where the circumstance that Elisha, 
when Elijah came to call him to be his successor, was plough- 
ing with twelve yoke of oxen, himself guiding them, is evidently 
noticed for this reason, since the lower vocation was an image and 
type of the higher. The twelve yoke of oxen symbolized the 
twelve tribes. Elisha was not to be the prophet of the Ten 
‘Tribes, but of all Israel. His ministry among a part influenced 
the whole. Here, therefore, the wall of separation which human 
sin had erected between the two kingdoms, is regarded as not 
existing in the sight of God, and thus everything is marked as 
impious by which the separation was attempted to be maintained. 
In 2 Kings ui. 13, Elisha says to Jehoram, king of Israel, 
‘What have I to do with thee ? get thee to the prophets of thy 
father and to the prophets of thy mother ;” and in ver. 14 he de- 
clares with an oath, ‘‘as the Lord of Hosts liveth,” that he ap- 
peared before him only for the sake of Jehosaphat. And yet of this 
Jehoram it is said in ver. 2, ‘‘ He wrought evil in the sight of the 
Lord, but not like his father and his mother, for he put away the 
image of Baal that his father had made. Nevertheless, he cleaved 
unto the sins of Jeroboam the son of Nebat.” According to 
Vatke’s view, this king had done all that was in general required 
by the Israelitish prophets, and the conduct of Elisha towards him 
appears perfectly unaccountable. In 1 Kings xxu. the prophet 
Micah regards all the prophets of the calves as those who spoke 
not in the name of the Lord: he alone stands as a servant of 
the true God, in opposition to the four hundred servants of the 
false god. In what light the prophets in the kingdom of Israel 


TRACES OF THE PENTATEUCH IN THE BOOKS OF KINGS. 185 


regarded the established system of religion, is shown by the ac- 
count of the man of Baal-shalisha, in 2 Kings iv. 42. Prophets 
in the kingdom of Judah would certainly not have accepted such 
eifts as those he brought. Their acceptance by Elisha was a 
practical declaration that he acknowledged the publicly officiating 
priests to be no servants of God, and rejected the established wor- 
; ship. In reference to the kingdom of Judah, there is no evidence, 
as there appears for the kingdom of Israel in 2 Kings iv. 23, that 
the prophets on the holy days held regular meetings for the in- 
struction and edification of the people. From their opposition to 
the state-religion, we may account for the circumstance that the 
schools of the prophets in the kingdom of Israel were fixed pre- 
cisely in those places which were the chief seats of the supersti- 
tion; at Bethel, 2 Kings 1.3; at Jericho, ἢ. 5; and at Gilgal, 
iv. 38, vi. 1. We cannot avoid noticing an important difference in 
the external appearance of the prophetic class in the kingdom 
of Israel and in the kingdom of Judah. In the kingdom of Israel 
we find a compact organisation, a complete system; at the head 
stand the most distinguished prophets as the spiritual fathers ; 
these have under them prophetic schools, and travel from one to 
the other for the purpose of inspection; these prophetic schools 
have some resemblance to monastic institutions ; the scholars have 
a common dwelling and acommon table ; even those who leave the 
establishment and marry, are not thereby separated from the ec- 
clesiastical connection ; the wife of one of the “sons of the pro- 
phets,” mentioned in 2 Kings iv. 1, regards Elisha as a person 
who was under some kind of obligation to provide for her. (On 
this subject, see ErcHHorn, p. 198.) Of all this we find no 
trace in the kingdom of Judah, and this argumentum a_ silentio 
has a value almost equal to positive evidence, from the copious- 
ness of our information. Here every prophet is in an isolated 
position ; the prophetic class are scattered in various and remote 
situations. The schools of the prophets, instituted by Samuel. 
in a period of which the relations were similar to what prevailed 
in the kingdom of Israel, do not appear to have been continued. 
This undeniable difference can be accounted for only from the 
opposition in which the prophets of the kingdom of Israel stood 
to the state religion. In the kingdom of Judah the agency of 
the prophets was only supplementary; these extraordinary mes- 
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sengers of God filled up what was wanting on the part of the 
priests and Levites ; on the contrary, in the kingdom of Israel, 
the prophets were the ordinary servants of God. This view seems 
to explain another point of difference between the prophetic 
orders of the two kingdoms, which has been already noticed by 
EIcHHORN (p. 202). ‘‘ The actions of the prophetic order in the 
kingdom of Israel are attended by so many internal difficulties, 
that a thoughtful examiner of the ancient history of religion has 
far greater trouble to make his way through a few chapters in 
the First and Second Book of Kings, than through the far more 
copious accounts of the prophets in the kingdom of Judah. Let 
any one who is a stranger to these perplexities, only read the 
lives of Elijah and Elisha, and then candidly confess the feelings 
which they have raised in his mind. We seem to be transported 
to a world, which is no longer governed by eternal laws, but 
where the course of things is perpetually broken in upon by the 
intervention of the Deity.” ‘To explain this difference, it is only 
necessary to recall to mind the great crisis at which the kingdom 
of Israel arrived in the times of Ahab and Jezebel. The kingdom 
of Judah had likewise its idolatrous kings, but the prophetic or- 
der never assumed such a character; and in the kingdom of Is- 
rael this character lasted long after the crisis was at an end, and 
when the people had gone back into the wonted track of the wor- 
ship of the calves. Nor can we escape out of the embarrassment 
by treating these accounts as mythical. For the question still re- 
turns,— How came this character to be attributed to the prophetic 
order in the land of Israel ?—a question not a whit more easy to 
answer than the other—How is this essential difference of charac- 
ter to be accounted for? Be it truth or be it fiction, it must be 
equally assumed that the position of the prophets in the king- 
dom of Israel was a far more difficult one—that besides enemies 
common to both, they had others peculiar to themselves, and 
that they wanted support of the temporal power in a much higher 
degree than in the land of Judah. If we proceed on the suppo- 
sition, that in the kingdom of Israel, the relation of the prophets 
to the priests was totally hostile, everything appears in the clearest 
light. As the prophetic order had not the stay and foundation 
of a hierarchy honoured for its antiquity, and consecrated by Divine 
signs and wonders, it needed to be far more powerfully supported 
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from above, to be more conspicuously accredited, and that there 
should be on their behalf a repetition of those signs and wonders 
which attended the institution of the priesthood, but which for the 
land of Israel had been in vain. Further, the very first narrative in 
which an Israelitish prophet appears (1 Kings xii.), shows how 
completely false that view is, which we have opposed, of the relation 
of the prophets to the Jewish state-religion. It is inexplicable 
how Eichhorn (p. 196) could adduce this narrative in favour of the 
assertion, that a zealot for the pure Mosaic constitution from the 
kingdom of Judah had frequently been involved in conflict and 
dispute in reference to the calf worship with the servants of Jeho- 
vah in the kingdom of Israel. It rather proves, that the prophets 
of Israel were in perfect unison with those of Judah in reference 
to the calf-worship. The Israelitish prophet announces to the 
Jewish (1 Kings xii. 21) the Divine judgment, because, in a sub- 
ordinate point, misled by his own seduction, he had not been faith- 
ful to the Divine instractions. He gives directions in ver. 31 that 
he should be laid in the same grave as the man of God; and, in 
ver. 32, expresses his conviction, that every thing would come to 
pass which that prophet had spoken in the name of Jehovah against 
the altar at Bethel, and all the high places. Hence it is evident, 
that the source of the false pretence by which (according to ver. 
17) he seduced the Jewish prophet to come back, could not be a 
difference in their religious convictions. It rested rather on the 
recognition of his Divine mission, and the desire thereby excited 
to cultivate a closer intimacy with him; and, therefore, is an evi- 
dence that he disapproved the worship established by Jeroboam as 
contradicting the Divine word. ‘That this desire was manifested 
in so regular a way—that he sought to gratify it at such a cost 
—may be explained very easily in the following manner. He had 
indulged a criminal silence in reference to the innovations of Je- 
roboam. ‘The proceedings of the Jewish prophet had roused him 
to a sense of his duty. Affected with shame for his own delin- 
quency, he wished to retrieve his character in his own eyes and those 
of others by intercourse with this witness of the Lord. Even here 
it will not affect our object, should any one attribute a mythical 
character to the narrative. For that it 15 not of Jewish, but of 
Israelitish origin, 1s established—not to mention general grounds 
—by a special reason in 2 Kings xxii. 17. Lastly, the whole 
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tone and manner in which the author of the book of Kings judges 
of the Israelitish state-religion, leads to the notion, that the true 
prophets in the kingdom of Israel placed themselves in decided 
opposition to it. When he contemplates the separation from the _ 
national sanctuary, the calf-worship, the rejection of the Levitical 
priesthood, as grievous sins which drew after them the ruin of the 
kingdom, this implies that these sins were known to be such by 
the members of the kingdom of the Ten Tribes, that their inchi- 
nation overpowered their knowledge of what was right, and that 
the better sort, the prophets, testified against them. And thatthe 
author of the Book of Kings was mistaken in this respect is less 
likely, if we consider the importance of the subject, and that he 
always judges of things by a fixed standard. 

Still an appeal is made in proof of the non-existence of the 
Pentateuch in the kingdom of Israel to the non-observance of the 
prescriptions respecting the Divine service, without an attempt to 
restore them on the part of the succeeding reigning families, or 
opposition against them on the part of the priests. (See VaATKE, 
Ῥ. 427; Von ΒΟΗΙΕΝ, Hinleitung, p. 142). But their obsti- 
nacy in retaining certain institutions, the calf-worship, and the 
non-Levitical priesthood, is rather a strong proof of the existence 
of the Pentateuch in Israel, as well as the close adherence to it in 
other respects. How is it to be explained, that, in the frequent 
changes of rulers, not one ever appeared who advocated the wor- 
ship of Jehovah without images ?— that even those who, like Jehu, 
put down the worship of Baal, recoiled from the thought of abo- 
lishing that of the calves ?—that no one ventured to do homage to 
purer principles which yet, as it is admitted, were then powerfully 
fermenting? Is the difference that we find between the Jewish 
and the Israelitish kings a mere accident ? If the first institution 
of the calf-worship and of the non-Levitical priesthood by Jero- 
boam may be explained by the modern view, that he held fast what 
he had been used to (in Egypt), yet certainly this will not account 
for the obstinate adherence to these institutions during the long 
duration of the Israelitish kingdom. ‘This rather shows that they 
considered the calf-worship and the non-Levitical priesthood as the 
foundation of the political existence of Israel, which is only con- 
ceivable by assuming the existence and the authority of the Pen- 
tateuch. 
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After concluding our enquiries respecting the relation of the 
kingdom of Israel to the Pentateuch, after the times of Jeroboam, 
let us now turn to the history of the separation of the kingdom. 
Here three objects claim our attention. We must, Ist, obviate 
the objections which have been raised against the credibility of 
the existing accounts; 2d, state the reasons in favour of the ex- 
istence of the Pentateuch at the time of the separation ; and, 3d, 
dispose of the apparent reasons which have been alleged to the 
contrary from the existing accounts. 

Under the first head, Vatke claims our special attention, who 
has entirely inverted every thing in the history of the separation. 
According to him the narrator has placed the whole event in a 
totally false light, since he has proceeded on conceptions that pre- 
vailed at a later period, which could not have existed in the minds 
of the acting parties. According to the author of the book of 
Kings, and likewise of Chronicles, the worship established by Je- 
roboam was an innovation made of his own head, a mere imitation 
of the calf-worship in the wilderness, which in his time had taken 
no hold on the people, but was adopted with the design of effect- 
ing a religious schism between Judah and Israel, and thus to give 
a firmer foundation to the political independence of the latter ; 
compare 1 Kings xu. 26-28, particularly the expression im ver. 
28, ‘“‘ Whereupon the King took counsel,” which led to the selec- 
tion of this means from the whole number of those that were at 
his command. ‘This view, Vatke thinks, cannot be correct. In 
the kingdom of Israel the religious spirit of ancient times was 
kept up, which still in the age of David constituted the prevailing 
sentiment, while the kingdom of Judah showed a constant advance 
to a higher stage. ‘The calf-worship, which was not derived from 
Egypt, but connected with the ancient religious symbol of Ca- 
naan, that 15, with the worship of Saturn, was the oldest historical 
form of the popular religion, which had been universally spread 
at the time of the separation, and the kingdom of Israel, while it 
lasted, was the representative of it. How little credit is due to 
the judgment of the narrator respecting the worship of animals, 
appears from the circumstance that the author of the book of 
Chronicles ascribes to Jeroboam also the worship of the goat, 2 
Chron. xi. 15 (27282). If this view is not to be regarded as a 
mere arbitrary fancy unworthy of a scholar, the author must 
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show by historical proofs that the calf-worship had continued un- 
interrupted in the interval between Aaron and Jeroboam, that it 
was universally spread in David's time. The manner in which he 
acquits himself of this task, can only excite astonishment and dis- 
approbation. He appeals (p. 267) to Gideon's ephod, which, in 
his opinion, must have been an image overlaid with gold. ‘“‘ The 
form of the image is not exactly described; but probably it was 
that of an ox, or compounded of an ox and a man.” ‘This opinion. 
is favoured by the judgment of the narrator, who regarded that 
worship as idolatry, as the prophets regarded the later calf-wor- 
ship in the kingdom of Israel; and by the analogy of the second 
ephod which is mentioned in the book of Judges. For that ap- 
pears (Judges xvii. 5; xviii. 30) not to have been different from 
the image of the calf which Jeroboam set up at Dan, at least the 
priestly attendance belonging to it was the same, 1 Kings xii. 
29. It is strange to attempt to combat an accredited history with 
mere probabilities, and that in a tone of so much assurance. And 
what weight is due to these probabilities? We need not here 
prove the utter groundlessness of the assertion that Gideon's 
ephod was an image overlaid with gold; nor show that the 
remarks on this subject in the Christologie (iii. 157) are cor- 
rect. It will be quite sufficient to prove that the assertion of 
the ox-form of the supposed image has no foundation whatever. 
How little the expression, “ All Israel went thither a whoring 
after it” (Judges villi. 27), serves to prove that the narrator re- 
garded the worship of the ephod as idolatry, may be shown 
from Lev. xx. 6, ‘And the soul that turneth after such as have 
familiar spirits, and after wizards, to go a whoring after them ;” 
and apart from this, what a pitiful conclusion—both are idolatry, 
therefore both are calf-worship, as if there were no idolatry but 
that! The difference of the second ephod mentioned in the book of 
Judges, from the image set up by Jeroboam at Dan, is evident 
from the very passage to which this writer appeals in 1 Kings xii. 
29. According to it, the image that was afterwards set up in Dan 
was first made by Jeroboam ; and through the whole of the books 
of Kings the assertion is repeated, that Jeroboam first set up the 
two calves, and thereby caused Israel to sin. ‘The passage in 
Judges xviii. 30, 31, is equally express against the identification of 
the image set up in the period of the Judges at Dan, which Vatke 
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would still confound with the ephod, “And the children of Dan 
set up the graven image, and Jonathan the son of Gashon, the son 
of Manasseh, he and his sons, were priests to the tribe of Dan, 
until the day of the captivity of the land, and they set them up 
Micah’s graven image, which he made—all the time that the house 
of God was in Shiloh.” Here a double terminus ad quem is as- 
signed for the duration of the image at Dan and of the priesthood 
consecrated to its service; Ist, he captivity ; 2dly, The stay of 
the tabernacle at Shiloh. ‘The doubts which may be raised in 
reference to the first are set at rest by the explicitness of the latter. 
In 1 Samuel xxi. we find the Tabernacle in Nob (see KEIL on 
Chronicles, p. 393), so that at that time there was this terminus 
ad quem to reckon from. That the ark while it was kept at Shiloh 
was taken by the Philistines, has been considered as a Divine in- 
timation that Jehovah would no longer dwell there (see Psalm 
Ixxvill. 60-68.) Consequently, after the ark had been restored 
by the Philistines it was not brought there again, but first to Kir- 
jath-Jearim, in Judah, 1 Sam. vii. 1, 2, and then to Zion; and 
thus would the Tabernacle be removed from places that had been 
profaned. Now, exactly at this time we find a highly suitable in- 
ducement for the cessation of the unlawful worship in Dan, so that 
the connection in which it is placed with the removal of the Ark 
from Shiloh is perfectly clear. After the return of the Ark of the 
Covenant a vital longing arose in Israel after the Lord. Taking 
advantage of this, Samuel exhorted them to put away all idola- 
trous practices from their midst. ‘‘'Then the children of Israel 
did put away Baalim and Ashtaroth, and served the Lord only,” 
1 Sam. vii. 4. If we now endeavour to explain the first limita- 
tion by the second, it will at once be seen that by “‘ the day of the 
captivity of the land” cannot be understood the Assyrian captivity, 
which, indeed, the terms here employed will not allow, since Y38% 
denotes the whole land of Israel. The historian rather considers 
the whole land as carried away into captivity in its sanctuary, which, 
as it were, formed its kernel and essence ; compare with mies bivwsy 
V8? Ps. Ixxvi. 61, “ and delivered his strength into captivity, and 
his glory into the enemies’ hand;” and 1 Sam. iv.21, where it is said 
of Eli's daughter-in-law, on the birth of her son, “and she named 
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the child Ichabod, saying the glory is departed from Israel,” 7: 
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ΘΝ 32. Indeed, the author would not have so expressed him- 
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self if he had written after the times of the captivity, and he would 
not have ventured to express himself so if he had not rendered his 
meaning clear by the preceding sense, so that the false interpreta- 
tion which has been defended by LE CLERC especially is self- 
condemned. He tries to separate the two termini from one 
another. “That image,” he says, “ from that time was no longer 
at Dan; but it does not follow that idolatry was extinct then, since 
another symbol might have been substituted in its place, which, 
as we have said, might remain till the captivity.” But in ver. 30 the 
image and the priesthood of Jonathan and his sons are so closely 
connected that the abolition of the one must necessarily include 
that of the other. An accidental loss of the image, in the place of 
which another was set up, would certainly not have been noticed 
by the writer, since it was a circumstance perfectly equivalent. 
And if this carrying away of the image was a thing of impor- 
tance, and stood in a causal connection with the removal of the 
Tabernacle, the abolition of the priesthood must have been con- 
nected with it. If it is settled that the worship at Dan, men- 
tioned in the book of Judges, ceased as early as the first part 
of Samuel's time, it is equally certain that it could have no- 
thing in common with Jeroboam’s worship. VATKE appeals, 
moreover, to David’s ephod (p. 400), “ which,” he says, “ in 
all probability had the form of an ox.’ But this probability 
can only rest on the supposed proof of the ox-form of the ephod 
mentioned in the book of Judges, and may be turned directly 
into its opposite. Thus much, then, is determined; in the whole 
period from Aaron to Jeroboam, there is not the least trace of the 
calf-worship among the Israelites, and the attack we have noticed 
against the accredited history is destitute of all foundation. But 
we can go further: we can show not only that the supposition of 
the calf-worship bemg transmitted to the kingdom of the Ten 
‘Tribes is groundless—every one will allow that here the argwmen- 
tum a silentio is of great importance—but that there are decisive 
positive reasons to the contrary. 

For this purpose, we must inquire more closely into the origin 
of the calf-worship. . That it was derived from Egypt, has been 
hitherto quite the current opinion. _PuILo has represented it as 
beyond all doubt. In his work, De Vita Mosis (iii. p. 677), he 
says, “ ἐκλαθόμενοι τῆς πρὸς τὸ Ov ὁσιότητος, ζηλωταὶ τῶν AiyuT- 
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τιακῶν γίνονται πλασμάτων' εἶτα χρυσοῦν ταῦρον κατασκευασά- 
μενοι, μίμημα τοῦ κατὰ τὴν χώραν ἱερωτάτον ζώου δοκούντος εἶναι, 
θυσίας ἀθύτους ἀνήγωγον." “ Forgetful of the reverence due to the 
Supreme, they became zealous imitators of Egyptian figures. Then 
having constructed a golden bull, an imitation of the animal that 
was esteemed most sacred in that country, they presented unhal- 
lowed sacrifices,” &c. (Philonis Opera., vol. iv., p. 218, Lips. 
1828.) Also, Stephen, in Acts vii. 39, 40, “Τὸ whom our fathers 
would not obey, but thrust him from them, and in their hearts 
turned back again into Egypt, saying unto Aaron, Make us gods 
to go before us,” &c. For the passages in the Fathers relating to 
this subject, see Bocuart, Hieroz., i, 8346. But Vatke has re- 
jected this derivation, and alleges, on the contrary, that in Egypt 
only diving animals were held sacred, but that ¢mages of animals 
were in general used only as masks or in compositions, and appeals 
in proof of it to Creuzer, i. 480. But if we refer to these pas- 
sages, we must feel indignant at the levity with which the author 
conducts himself in attempting to establish a point of such great 
consequence. Of the non-employment of the images of animals 
Creuzer says not a word. That he maintains such an opinion, is a 
mere conclusion from the circumstance that he speaks only of bas- 
reliefs and masks, which, from natural causes, are preserved in a 
greater number than statues. Had the author only given himself 
the trouble to investigate the matter further, he would have found 
cause to be ashamed of this conclusion. BocHart (Hveroz. i. 345 
ed. Rosenmiiller), for his assertion, Aegyptios eorum animalium 
que viva coluerunt, statuas passim in templis erexisse, adduces 
the authority of Mela, who says (1. 9, § 7), Colunt effigies multo- 
rum animalium atque ipsa magis animalia ; and that of STRABO, 
who says of the Egyptian temples (xvii. 805), where their images 
are chiefly placed, that they have not the form of men, but of 
brutes ; ξόανον δ᾽ οὐδὲν, ἢ οὐκ ἀνθρωπόμορφον, ἀλλὰ τῶν ἀλόγων 
ζώων τινός. ‘They have no carved work, at least not of human 
figures, but only of some one or other of the irrational animals.” He 
refers, besides, to the narrative in Herodotus (ii. 129), which is very 
important for our purpose. We are there told that the Egyptian 
king Mycerinus, after his daughter's death, made a hollow wooden 
cow (βούν ξυλίνην Kowdnv), which he gilded, and then placed her 
corpse init. This cow was still in existence in the time of Hero- 
N 
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dotus, and religious service was daily rendered to it. “‘ This cow 
was not buried in the earth, but was to be seen in my time in the 
city of Sais, deposited in an elegant apartment in the palace, and 
they burnt incense of all kinds to it every day:” αὕτη ὧν ἡ Bods 
γῇ οὐκ ἐκρύφθη, GAN ἔτι καὶ εἰς ἐμὲ ἣν φανερή, ἐν Sai μὲν 
πόλι ἐοῦσα, κειμένη δὲ ἐν τοῖσι βασιληΐοισι ἐν οἰκήματι ἠσκη- 
μενῳ" θυμιήματα δὲ παῤ αὐτῇ παντοῖα καταγίζουσι ἀνὰ πᾶσαν 
ἡμέρην. It was annually carried round at the feast of Osiris. “ It 
is brought out of the apartment every year, when the Egyp- 
tians lament the God that is not named by me in this affair; and 
then they bring out the cow into the light;” ἐκφέρεται δὲ ἐκ 
τοῦ οἰκήματος ava πάντα τὰ ἔτεα. ἐπεὰν τύπτωνται οἱ AlyiT- 
τίοι τὸν οὐκ ὀνομαζόμενον θεὸν ὑπ᾽ ἐμεῦ ἐπὶ τοιούτῳ πρήγματι, 
τότε ὧν καὶ τὴν βοῦν ἐκφέρουσι ἐς τὸ φῶς. The gilding was very 
thick, as the appearance of the parts proved, which were not 
covered with a cloth. Ἡ δὲ βοῦς τὰ μὲν ἄλλα κατακέκρυπται 
φοινικέῳ εἵματι τὸν ἀὐχενα δὲ καὶ τὴν καφαλὴν φαίνει κεχρυσω- 
μένα παχέϊ κάρταχρυσῷ (11. 183). ‘The cow was covered in 
other parts of its body with a purple cloak ; but its neck and head 
were exposed and covered with gold of great thickness.” As to 
what Herodotus tells about the daughter of Mycerinus, it is not 
worth noticing ; that the cow was a divine image and represented 
Isis appears from the narrative itself.. Herodotus gives that story 
of the daughter of Mycerinus as an uncertain legend; and then 
he tells another which connects other things with the image ; the 
religious homage which was paid to it; the yearly processions at 
the feast of Osiris ; the zzsigne of the sun between its horns (je- 
ταξὺ δὲ τῶν κερέων ὁ TOD ἡλίου κύκλος μεμιμημένος ἔπεστι χρύ- 
aeos) ; the universal relation of the cow to Isis, all this shows that 
the historian had not a clear understanding of the facts. ZOEGA 
has allowed this.* What we have been able to gather from the 
accounts of Herodotus is confirmed by the testimony of PLUTARCH,’ 





* Sed quanquam sane haud libens Herodoti fidem reprobem, ista tamen nimium 
distare vereor a reliquis A.gyptiorum moribus, neque apud ipsos Greecos fidem meru- 
isse videntur, quorum praeter Herod. nemo hujus facti meminit: neque omnino credi- 
bile est, mulierculam nullo facinore claram tanti habitam fuisse apud posteros. Sus- 
picor autem veterem scriptorem, sive interpretes, quibus ipse usus est in A gypto, 
Isidis deae simulacrum, lugubribus cerimoniis destinatum, pro regne juvenis conditorio 
accepisse: errore inde potissimum nato, quod in sacerdotum mythis Isis, que luna 
est, tranquillitatis s. noctis filia appellaretur—De Obeliscis p. 415. 
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according to whom the Egyptians worshipped Isis under the image 
of a cow profusely gilt, which was publicly exhibited at the yearly 
mourning for Osiris. Καὶ βοῦν διάχρυσον ἱματίῳ μέλανι Bva- 
σίνῳ περιβάλλοντες ἐπὶ πένθει τῆς Θεοῦ δεικνύουσι βοῦν γὰρ 
Ἴσιδος εἰκόνα καὶ γῆν νομίζουσι, ‘“ And covering the cow plated 
with gold, with a black linen garment, they exhibit it at the mourn- 
ing of the goddess, for they consider the cow to be an image of 
Isis and the earth,” (1.6., an image of the earth). That Plutarch 
speaks of the same cow as Herodotus, is evident, and is acknow- 
ledged by CREUZER (Commentatt. Herod. p. 127; and Mytho- 
logie, IV. 228, so that Vatke merely charges his voucher with se- 
dentium, from which he draws such a weighty conclusion. Thus 
we have here an analogy for the golden calf, as complete as can 
be wished. ‘The relation the images of animals bore to the living 
sacred animals, has already been well described by JaBLONSKY. 
‘Living animals,’ he says, ‘“‘ which were reverenced as images 
or statues, and received all divine honours, were only to be seen 
in temples solemnly consecrated and dedicated to the gods, and 
that only in certain places. The bull Apis was not worshipped 
except in one city, Memphis, &c. But the representations of 
these animals were exhibited in most of the other temples through 
the whole of Egypt, and are to be seen to this day in their ruins.”* 
Down to the latest times it has occurred to none to doubt, that 
the Egyptians, besides living sacred animals, had also images of 
animals. ‘Thus DruMANN remarks on the inscription at Rosetta 
(p. 201), “In the innermost part of the temple, the chapel, we 
find no statue in human form, but only the image of an animal.” 

O. MULLER in his Archeolog gie der Kunst, p. 240, remarks, that 
among the Egyptians, the forms of animals were drawn with greater 
life-like expression and depth than those of men—“ to this extraor 
dinary practice the Egyptians were impelled by natural inclination 
from the beginning as their religion proves;” and in pp. 248, 244, 
he speaks of the wooden and bronzed images of gods and sacred 
animals. But if among the Egyptians, along with the worship of 





* Animalia viva, que pro simulacris et statuis colerentur, omnibusque honoribus divi- 
nis gauderent, in templis tantum conspiciebantur rite consecratio diisque dedicatis id- 
que tantum in certis quibusdam. Apis taurus non colebatur nisi in una urbe MempLi 
etc. Verum effigies horum animalium cernebantur in plerisque aliis templis per totum 
Egyptum et cernuntur hodieque in eorum ruderibus.— Proll. p. 86. 


Now 
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living sacred animals, that of images existed, we should naturally 
expect to find that the Israelites at Sinai and in the time of Jero- 
boam would addict themselves, not to the former, but to the 
latter. It cannot admit of a doubt that the calf-worship was 
not idolatry in the strictest sense, but that under the symbol 
of the calf they worshipped Jehovah. Von BouLeEn, indeed, 
has lately denied this, but it is sufficient to refer to what J. D. 
MicHaetis has urged on the other side. (Mosaisches Recht, 
v. § 245).* Not only in the books of Kings, but in Amos 
and Hosea, a clear distinction is made between the calf-worship 
and absolute idolatry. Aaron expressly terms the feast that was 
held after making the golden calf, “ a feast to Jehovah.” Exod. 
ΧΧΧΙΙ. 4, 5. The only passage to which Von Bohlen appeals, 1 
Kings xiv. 9, where the prophet Abijah says to Jeroboam, “ But 
thou hast done evil above all that were before thee ; for thou hast 
gone and made thee other gods and molten images to provoke me 
to anger, and hast cast me behind thy back”—can only be adduced 
by a very crude interpretation. The prophet intimates, that the 
worshipping Jehovah under the image of a calf, and absolute ido- 
latry, tended in the same direction, just as our Lord stigmatises a 
wanton look as adultery, without meaning exactly that it amounts 
to absolute adultery. The Jehovah who was worshipped under 
the image of a calf was really regarded as approximating to the 
class of idols. The symbol of a calf could only represent the 
power of God. Whoever chose it must lose sight of his holiness 
—that attribute which most strictly separated the God of Israel 
from the idols of the heathen. But, as long as Jehovah was still an 
object of worship, his worshippers could not sink so low as to de- 
dicate living animals to him. The imitation of the Egyptians 
could not go further than the use of the images of animals. Ac- 
cording to JABLONSKY (p. 85), the Egyptians passed from the 
worship of living animals to that of their images. But, according 
to his supposition of a transition from the better to the worse, the 
correctness of which we do not here stop to examine, the reverse 





* Even VATKE on this point expresses himself decidedly against Von BoHLEN. 
He proves (p. 677), that the images represented Jehovah, because there was no other 
public worship of Jehovah besides in Israel; but most of the kings reverenced Jeho- 
vah, as is testified by the composition of several of their names. 
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should rather have taken place. The abstraction is far easier in 
images of animals than in living animals. ‘The worship of the 
latter implies a pleasure in what is animal, a brutalizing process 
that is only conceivable on the supposition of a total obscuration 
of what is divine—a complete renunciation of the true God. How 
the Egyptians, on account of their worship of animals, were ridi- 
culed by the Greeks, is well known. See JaBLonsky (p. 85). 
Having pointed out the nullity of the arguments against the 
Egyptian origin of the calf-worship, let us now notice the evi- 
dence in its favour. First of all, it is to be remarked, that the 
animal worship of the whole ancient world was regarded as pecu- 
liarly an Egyptian institution, and as such attracted universal at- 
tention. ‘The first authority for animal, and especially calf-wor- 
ship, among the Canaanites, is VATKE’s work, that appeared 1836 
years after Christ, from which we learn so many wonderful things 
respecting the worship of Saturn, who was worshipped by them, as 
this author affirms, under the image of a calf. Thus for the fic- 
titious god, a fictitious worship has been provided. Moreover, 
the Israelites appear, by their whole history, to have been depen- 
dant on the impressions they received from their neighbours— 
from the nations with whom they came in contact. But such an 
impression, during the first period of their march through the wil- 
derness, could only be made by the Egyptians. At that time, 
they came in close contact with no other people. And, in the in- 
stance of Jeroboam, the connection with Egypt is historically 
stated, 1 Kings xi. 2; so that the institution of the calf-worship 
by him was not a mere tame imitation of Aaron’s example, but 
had a distinct source. Ifthe derivation from the Egyptians of the 
worship of the goat is demonstrated and acknowledged, that of the 
calf, which is allied to it, must have the same origin. We bring 
forward another reason in the words of Le CLERc on Ex. xxxii.: 
“ Docent etiam nos diserte scriptores alii sacri, quamquam ta- 
ceat Moses, Israelitas in Alg. superstitionem Atgyptiacam imi- 
P0108 2308. XXIV, 4s WZ, xx. (7, Bis Sali. 3-85 ΠΟΤ ΝΣ os 
cunque Aharonis vitulum aliunde, quam ex Aigypto derivant, 
in re facili negotium sibi frustra facessunt.. ‘~The manner in 
which, according to Exod. xxxii., the feast of the golden calf was 
begun by the people, finds striking analogies in the descriptions of 
the idolatrous feast among the Egyptians ; ver. 6, ‘‘ And the people 
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sat down to eat and to drink, and rose up to play ;” ver. 17, “ And 
when Joshua heard the noise of the people as they shouted, he said 
unto Moses, There is a noise of men in the camp.” And Moses 
said, v. 18, “ the noise of them that sing do I hear.” V. 19, “ And 
he saw the calf and the dancing.” Compare this with Herodotus 1]. 
60, ai μέν τινες τῶν γυναικων κρόταλα ἔχουσαι κροταλίζουσι, οἱ 
δὲ αὐλέουσι' αἱ δὲ λοιπαὶ γυναῖκες καὶ ἄνδρες ἀείδουσι, καί τὰς 
χεῖρας κροτέουσι. K.T.r. “Some of the women play on the 
castenets, and the men on the flute; and the other women and 
men sing and clap their hands ;” but, particularly i. 27, when he 
gives an account of the feast of Apis; ἐπιφανέος δὲ τούτου yevo- 
μένου, αὐτίκα of Αἰγύπτιοι εἵματα τε ἐφόρεον τὰ κάλλιστα καὶ 
ἧσαν ἐν θαλίῃσι. “And when Apis makes his appearance, imme- 
diately the Egyptians put on their most beautiful attire, and in- 
dulge in feasting ;” and when the priests explain to Cambusses the 
cause of the public rejoicings, καὶ ὡς ἐπεὰν φανῇ, τότε πάντες 
οἱ Αἰγύπτιοι κεχαρηκότες ἑορτάζοιεν. “ And when he appears, 
all the Egyptians manifest their joy by feasting.” An excess of 
gaiety and noisy licentiousness were regarded by the Egyptians 
in the light of a religious duty. DRuUMANN (p. 222) remarks on 
the preceding passages, “ Herodotus is a voucher for what would 
scarcely be credited on the testimony of the Fathers (CLEM. 
ALEX. Paedag. 163, and others), that the processions were like 
orgies, in which even the women appeared amidst indecent songs 
and dances, amidst noisy music and bacchanalian feasts; that 
there were mummeries, in which they painted their faces, and 
struck or ridiculed the bystanders. Even the priests took a part,” 
ἄο. (CREUZER, 1. 248, 448). Lastly, that Jeroboam set up ¢zo 
calves, and at different places—one at Dan, the other at Bethel, 
may be easily explained by the Egyptian origin of the worship. Two 
sacred bulls, Apis at Memphis, and Mnevis at Heliopolis, were wor- 
shipped by all Egypt (see JABLoNSKY, p. 181; DruMmany, p. 184). 
The worship of one of them probably came into vogue in the period 
between Moses and Jeroboam. Plutarch says that Mnevis, who in 
later times was held in inferior honour to Apis (δευτέρας ἔχει 
τιμὰς μετὰ τὸν "Ἅπιν) was considered by some to be the father 
of “Apis, and Jablonsky has endeavoured to prove, on other 
grounds, that the worship of Apis was introduced after the times 
of Moses. The grounds for the priority of Mnevis are yet not 
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strong enough to outweigh the opinion in favour of Apis, who 


alone is mentioned by Herodotus ; an opinion which is supported _ 


by the greater honour paid him in later times. And thus it is 
more probable that, in the Mosaic age, the worship of Apis alone 
was practised; that the worship of the calf in the wilderness and 
at Bethel corresponded to his, and that the worship of Dan was 
an imitation of that paid to Mnevis, which arose in the interval, 
and became known to Jeroboam during his residence in Egypt. 
Moreover, that the ¢o calves of Jeroboam had some connection 
with Apis and Mnevis, is noticed by Jerome. He says on Hos. 
Videtur mihi idcirco et populus in similitudine fecisse sibe 
caput vituli, quod coleret, ut Hieroboam, jilius Naboth vitulos 
aurcos fabricatus, ut quod in Algypto didicerant, "“Anw καὶ 
Mvediv, qui sub figura boum coluntur, esse deos, hoc in sua 
superstitione servarent. 
If it be settled that the calf- worship was of Ke gyptian origin, it 
must also be admitted that its introduction again in the time of 
Jeroboam was an innovation, that it had entirely ceased in the 
interval between the entrance into Canaan and the separation of 
the two kingdoms. The Egyptian influence must have ceased 
precisely at the time when the Israelites began to come into close 
contact with the nations in and about Palestine. Against parti- 
cipation in the Canaanitish idolatry, warnings are to be found in 
all these passages of the Pentateuch which relate to the residence 
of the people in the Promised Land; with a reference to this 
danger is the command for the destruction of everything that had 
been dedicated to idols, and the prohibition of inter-marriages 
with the Canaanites—of all fellowship with them, and even of 
sparing their lives. The worship of Baal became prevalent among 
the Israelites as soon as they came in contact with the Moabites, 
and expelled the remembrance of the Egyptian gods not less than 
the remembrance of Jehovah. And that with their entrance on 
the land of Canaan, the Egyptian influence was at once and en- 
tirely lost, we infer from the fact, that from that time Baal and 
Astarte, and the other idols in the vicinity of the Israelites, ap- 
pear as the only objects of their worship. Thus it is through 
the whole book of Judges; thus in the passage already quoted, 
1 Sam. vii. 4, where it is said of Samuel’s time, “Then the chil- 
dren of Israel did put away Baalim and Ashtaroth, and served 
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the Lord only.” Thus it was in the latter times of Solomon. We 
find named as the divinities whose worship was introduced by So- 
lomon, ‘“‘ Ashtoreth the goddess of the Sidonians, Milcom the 
abomination of the Ammonites, and Chemosh the abomination of 
_the Moabites,” 1 Kings xi. 5-7; 2 Kings xxiii. 18, 14. How 
much the form of idolatry practised by the Israelites depended on 
the nations with whom at any given time they had the greatest 
intercourse, appears from 2 Chron. xxv. 14, where we are told 
that the Jewish king Amaziah, on returning from his victory over 
the Edomites, brought back with him their gods, and henceforth 
made them the objects of his adoration.* | How little the worship 
of the calves among the Ten Tribes satisfied the demands οὗ the 
spirit of the age, and what compulsion that spirit exercised over 
them, we see from the constant recurrence of the people to the 
worship of Baal. (See Christologie, ii. 9). 

Lastly, as to the assertion that one of the narrators, the author 
of the Chronicles, shows bis want of judgment in reference to the 
worship of the calves, in ascribing to Jeroboam also the wor- 
ship of the goat, it evidently rests on a mere misunderstanding. 
It is said in 2 Chron. xi. 15, ‘‘ He ordained him priests for the 
high places and for the Seirim, 7727, and for the Agalim, 
o"2392, which he had made.” Here is an allusion to Levit. xvii. 
7, ‘“‘ And they shall no more offer their sacrifices to the Setrim, 
after whom they have gone a whoring.” The term “ Seirim” 
stands in the same relation to “ Agalim,” as in the expression 
already explained of Abijah “ other gods” to “ molten images.” 
Jeroboam maintained that his calves were only an innocent symbo- 





* Vatke himself observes (p. 700), that it is very remarkable that the Hebrews evin- 
ced no originality in the sphere of natural religion. During the long period in which 
it had the ascendency among them, it was always determined from without, and the 
history of the Hebrew natural religion hence has a character contingent on circum- 
stances. This remark is of service to usin another respect. It contains an invo- 
luntary admission on the part of the author of the futility of his main principle. If, 
amoung the Jews, the better had been formed from the worse, a spiritual religion from 
natural religion, the latter could not have had so decidedly the character of being 
formed from without, dependent and contingent. Let us review the history of all the 
most distinguished nations, and see whether they manifested such an absolute depend- 
ence in a religious respect on their neighbours, and those with whom for the time being 
they hadthe greatest intercourse,—whether, with all that susceptibility for what comes 
from the external world, which lies in the nature of Polytheism, there was not always 
a fundamental character of indigenous religion. We merely throw out a hint here 
that may be enlarged upon elsewhere. | 
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lising of the true God. This notion the writer of the Chronicles 
sets aside by a single word. He intimates that the worship of the 
calves is of the same quality with the former worship of the goat in 
the wilderness, which Moses stigmatises as whoredom, and warns 
against as a heinous transgression. The expression “ for the 
Seirim and for the Agalim” is equivalent to, ‘ for the Agalim which 
are = Seirim.’ How little the writer intended to charge Jeroboam 
with the worship of the goat in an absolute sense, appears from 2 
Chron. xii., where, in Abijah’s speech, containing a full enumera- 
tion of all Jeroboam’s misdeeds, not a word is said of the goat- 
worship, though its introduction, if such had really been the case, 
would have been one of his gravest offences.* 

2. According to the Scripture history (1 Kings xii. 26) Jero- 
boam, by the institution of the calf-worship, designed to keep the 
people from going up to the Feast at Jerusalem, and thus to dis- 
sever entirely the connection between the Ten Tribes and the 
dynasty of David. The religious separation was meant to render 
the political disunion perpetual. When the communia sacra 
no longer existed, all efforts for civic unity would cease. ‘The 
continuation of the worship on the high places in the kingdom of 
Judah, Vatke remarks, is m favour of the contrary ; it 1s not pro- 
bable that even a great number of the inhabitants of the northern 
parts regularly sacrificed at Jerusalem. Of Dan we know for 
certain (1) that the priesthood established there in the time of the 
Judges continued till the overthrow of the kingdom. Judges xvii. 
30, 31. Against the objection, that Jeroboam had the design of 
drawing off his subjects from the pure religion of Jehovah, and 
thereby to secure the government to himself and his family, it 
is to be urged that Jeroboam’s family were more faithful to the 
service of Jehovah than Solomon and his immediate successors ; 
“besides, that stroke of policy would have, in fact, a contrary 
effect, provided a majority of the people possessed a pure know- 
ledge of Jehovah.” The writer of the Chronicles represents, in- 





* BocHakr has correctly stated the relation of the Seirim to the Agalim. In mate- 
ria religionis profanum est, quidquid non habet deum auctorem. Ltaque hi vituli pro dits 
vocantur diaboli 2 Chron. xi. 15. Et horum myste pro sacerdotibus as125, sacrificult. 

Et locus pro Bethele, Bethaven. Mutato enim unguento in venenum lethiferum 
non debuit manere pyxidis inscriptio. 
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deed, all the priests and Levites and the pious worshippers of 
Jehovah, as coming to Judah and Jerusalem, but his account de- 
serves no credit. We dispute the truth of this representation on 
the following grounds. If it is maintained that no religious cen- 
tral point was in existence for the people, that Jeroboam therefore 
could not have had the intention to separate a part of the circle 
from the centre, as 1s shown by the worship on the high places—a 
totally false conception of that worship lies at the basis of this 
system. We do not consider it necessary to refute this represen- 
tation here at great length. Movers, in his work on Chronicles 
(p. 285), has satisfactorily shown that worship on the high places, 
before the separation of the kingdom, was, through all Israel, 
and after the separation in the kingdom of Judah, a mere pri- 
vate institution, a mere appendage to the national worship: the 
Tabernacle with the Ark of the Covenant. was the only national 
sanctuary to which the people went up at the great feast, where 
the national offermgs were presented and the affairs of the nation 
were discussed. ‘The same writer also refutes the assertion that 
no great number of the inhabitants of the northern parts regu- 
larly offered sacrifices at Jerusalem. Whoever makes this asser- 
tion must set down as falsehood what we are told in the acere- 
dited history respecting the condition of religion in the time of 
David and Solomon; but then it must consequently, or rather in 
all fairness, be admitted that we know nothing whatever respect- 
ing this period—not even whether any persons whatever went 
up to Jerusalem or not. ‘The assertion, also, that Jeroboam was 
more faithful to the worship of Jehovah than Solomon and his 
immediate successors, requires various deductions, and what re- 
mains will be of little use in the argument. Solomon and some 
of his immediate successors were certainly given to an idolatry 
from which Jeroboam was free. But they gave it only a subor- 
dinate attention: the worship of Jehovah, in its pure and original 
form, still held the first place in their estimation. Their “ heart 
was not perfect with the Lord” (1 Kings xy. 3), but the worship of 
Jehovah, to which they were attracted by one part of their nature, 
and that of idols, to which they were drawn by another part, were 
separated by them outwardly by a clear line of demarcation. In 
this state of things, the worship at Jerusalem was always very 
attractive to the subjects of the kingdom of the Ten Tribes; and 
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on the principles of worldly prudence, the plan adopted by Jero- 
boam, was a very likely expedient. MICHAELIS mentions a re- 
markable parallel to his conduct out of the history of Arabia. 
A khalif resorted to a mosque at Jerusalem very often in order 
to draw off his subjects from going on pilgrimage to Mecca, that 
they might not be filled with reverence for the family of the pro- 
phet, and become alienated from his own family. ‘The account 
in 2 Chron. xi. 138-17, of the departure of the whole tribe of 
Levi, and of the pious people, into the kingdom of Judah, is un- 
ceremoniously rejected. If this account stood alone, it ought to 
be regarded as correct, till the contrary could be shown by valid 
reasons, which are here altogether wanting. But it is supported 
by statements given elsewhere. According to 2 Chron. xv. 9, a 
multitude of persons who once belonged to the kingdom of the 
Ten Tribes, became naturalized in Judah. According to 2 Chron. 
xvi. 1, Baasha, king of Israel, “came up against Judah, and 
built Ramah; to the intent that he might let none go out or 
come in to Asa, king of Judah.” Hence it appears that the im- 
pulse to pass over into the kmgdom of Judah, must in later times 
have been very great, the instances must have been very nume- 
rous. For, how otherwise should it enter the thoughts of the 
king, to cut off the passage by fortifying Ramah, which com- 
manded the access to Jerusalem ? Particularly the accounts in 
the Chronicles of the deposition of the priests on account of their 
opposition to the kings of Israel, of which the necessary conse- 
quence was their leaving the country, as they had no other means 
of support than what they received for their services, are expressly 
confirmed by the books of Kings. Vatke, indeed, denies this. 
“The account in the Book of Kings,” he remarks (p, 403), “ does 
not state that the Levitical priests were set aside or excluded for 
the future from the priesthood ; it rather mentions freely the ap- 
pointment of the non-Levitical priests, since it proceeds on the 
incorrect supposition that Jeroboam had appointed the collective 
priests of the kingdom, and thereby comparatively influenced their 
view of the later Jewish priesthood.” But this denial need not 
disturb us. Itis said in 1 Kings xu. 31, “ He made priests of 
the lowest of the people, which were not of the sons of Levi.” 
wr ΓΑ. ex extremis populi, has been correctly explained by 
BocHaRrtT, ex universo populo, quin extrema pertinent ad com- 
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plimentum rei, Judges xvii. 2; 2 Kings xvii. 82. Besides 
Bochart, see Dr Dieu on Ezek. xxxiii. 1; and Wirsius de 
decem tribubus Israelis appended to his Aigyptiaca, p. 816. 
Further, 1 Kings xiii. 33, “After this Jeroboam returned not 
from his evil way, but made again of the lowest of the people 
priests of the high places ; whosoever would, he consecrated him, 
and he became one of the priests of the high places. And this 
thing became sin unto the house of Jeroboam.” While the au- 
thor, in the first passage, stated the simple fact, so that every one 
might form his own judgment upon it ;* in the second passage he 
gives his own opinion. IfJeroboam sinned by the appointment 
of non-Levitical priests, it necessarily follows that there were Le- 
vites on the spot, whom he deprived of the dignity assigned them 
by God and the laws. 

3. “If the temple-worship at that time really possessed the 
distinction of a central and universal worship, it was in Jeroboam’s 
power to have established a similar one for the kingdom of 
Israel, especially since Jerusalem had not been long the centre 
of the kingdom ; and prophetic expressions, if interpreted histo- 
rically, and as a Divine arrangement and confirmation of the 
temple-worship, might as well sanction the establishment of an 
Israelitish central worship, as they sanctified the independent con- 
stitution of this kingdom. 1 Kings xi. 29, xiv.7, &c.;” VATKE, 
p- 400. But if it is asserted that Jeroboam could have main- 
tained his ground by merely erecting a temple similar to that 
at Jerusalem (not to say that this was not so easy a matter, since 
he did not possess the means for the erection of a building that 
in its exterior could at all vie with Solomon’s)—one very im- 





* The historian adopts the same course in reference to Jeroboam’s renunciation of the 
worship at Jerusalem. He simply mentions in ch. xii. 28, that Jeroboam said, “ It is 
too much for you to go up to Jerusalem.” He expresses his own judgment indirectly 
and incidentally, first in ch. xiv. 21, “And Rehoboam reigned seventeen years in Je- 
rusalem, the city which the Lord did choose out of all the tribes of Israel, to put his 
name there.” These words contain a literal reference to the law respecting the unity of 
the sanctuary in Deut. xii. 11; compare ch. ix. 3, where God, after the building of the 
temple, says to Solomon, “I have hallowed this house which thou hast built, to put 
my name there for ever;” also ch. viii. 29. That the writer takes this method, that he 
does not think of pointing out at length the impiety of Jeroboam’s alterations, nor no- 
tice these pleas which might be set up in his defence, that he had no view of a polemic 
or apologetic tendency, shows how firmly he was aware of the objective foundation of 
his subjective view. 
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portant circumstance is overlooked—the Temple at Jerusalem had 
something which Jeroboam could never give to his, the Ark of 
the Covenant. How this was at all times regarded as the nation’s 
- most precious jewel, as the centre of its whole existence, so that 
by means of it the sanctuary and the priesthood each received their 
peculiar character, has been fully explained in the Christologie, 111. 
524, where it is also shown, that among the pious in Israel, the 
manifestation of the Lord over the Ark of the Covenant was the 
magnet which drew them continually towards Jerusalem. The 
temple which Jeroboam built wanted the presens numen, and hence 
left this desire unsatisfied. Hence he was forced to think of some 
means of giving an apparent satisfaction to this desire, something 
which might bring the distant God near, and be his representa- 
tive ; for this purpose nothing appeared to him better adapted than 
the golden calf. 

As to the prophets, it was impossible for them to give a 
sanction to an Israelitish temple, since this temple wanted the Ark 
of the Covenant; and for the same reason, if the sanction were 
given, it could not be esteemed valid by the pious part of the 
people; it would stand in direct contradiction to matter of fact. 
The appeal to the language of the prophets in reference to the 
political separation, is quite irrelevant, since, in the promise to 
David of the dominion of his family over all Israel, it was added 
that the Lord reserved to himself the punishment of his backslid- 
ing descendants, while the injunction respecting the unity of the 
sanctuary was unconditional, and the existence of only one Ark 
of the Covenant presented an insurmountable obstacle to those who 
wished to set it aside. 

4. It is alleged against the credibility of the narrative, that the 
prophetic expressions against Jeroboam were predictions which in 
part referred to very distant events, and the chief declaration of the 
prophet who came from Judah to Bethel is mixed up with a tale of 
occurrences, so passing strange, that it cannot be retained as histo- 
rical (VATKE, p. 400.) But this is a view of the matter which can 
only be taken by an unbeliever, who rejects all miracles, and denies 
all prophecies. Viewed by a believer in revelation, such events as 
those narrated in 1 Kings xii. would necessarily happen according 
to the idea and analogy, and the history only instructs us respecting 
the form in which the essence, fixed a prior?, manifests itself. Here, 


206 TRACES OF THE PENTATEUCH IN THE BOOKS OF KINGS. 


if anywhere, must it be shown, whether God’s sovereignty among 
his people was merely imaginary, or truly real. Moreover, this 
narrative, on which doubts haye been thrown, has a direct histo- 
rical guarantee in 2 Kings xxiii. 15. According to that passage, 
Josiah pulled down and desecrated the altar of Jeroboam at Bethel, 
with a special reference to the prophecy of the prophet in Judah ; 
and the people of the city were able to point out his monument, 
and recognised in the transaction the fulfilment of his well-known 
words. 

We are now able, after having exhibited the nullity of the ob- 
jections to the historical truth of the narrative of the separation of 
the kingdoms,* to pass on to the second part of our task, which 
is to prove that the facts before us imply the existence and the 
authority of the Pentateuch. 

1. That Jeroboam, on introducing the calf-worship, was guided 
by the example of Aaron is evident from the perfect agreement of 
his words with those of Aaron. Exod. xxxii. 4, ‘“ These be thy 
gods, O Israel, which brought thee up out of the land of Egypt.” 
1 Kings xi. 28. They are well paraphrased by SEBAST. SCHMIDT, 
“ Non est nova religio; hoe cultu gam olim patres nostri ust 
sunt in deserto.” But even without this verbal allusion, the simi- 
larity of the transaction would sufficiently show, that Jeroboam 
sought a support for his innovation in that book of the law which 
furnished his adversaries with their sharpest weapons. ‘ Non 
ovum ovo similius,’ BoCHART remarks (p. 354), “ guam Aha- 
ronis vitulus vituli Jeroboami. ELadem enim utrisque materia, 
aurum scilicet. Utrique ex aequo fusiles. 2 Kings xvi. 16; 
Hosea xii. 2. Ht pari de causa conflati sunt, Aharonis qui- 
dem vitulus propter Mosis absentiam ; et vituli Jeroboami, quia 
sacra urbs (in gua erat templum, et altare et veri dei sacer- 
dotes) Israelitis jam erat inaccessa. Ut huic, ita et illis festi 
dies consecrantur et efferuntur victime,’ &c. The agreement 





* It may also be observed, that this is confirmed by 2 Chron. ch. xiii. Abijah, king 
of Judah, in his war with Jeroboam, reproaches the Israelites, 1. That they had revolted 
from the house of David, who had been appointed by God to an everlasting kingdom ; 
2. That they had made gods according to their own pleasure, the golden calves; 3. 
That they had expelled the priests of the Lord, the sons of Aaron, and the Levites, 
and had made any persons priests who could only meet the expenses of the sacrifices 
attending their consecration. In reply to DE Werre’s and GRAMBERG’s doubts on 
this narrative, see DAHLER, p. 93, and KErt, p. 444. 
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can so much the less be accidental, since, as we have shown, the 
calf-worship at that time was wholly unknown in Israel, and had 
not been practised since the occurrence at Sinai. Jeroboam also, 
in imitating Aaron, had been preceded by Gideon, who, in manu- 
facturing his ephod, certainly did not by mere accident adopt the 
same plan as Aaron in reference to the calf. Bochart has re- 
marked (p. 335) on Judges viii. 24: “ Hace historia non est 
absimilis, Nam ut Aharon, tia et Gideon aureas inaures a po- 
pulo petit, ut convertat in usum idolotatricum, et has ultro ob- 
latas expansa veste accepisse dicetur quomodo Aharon in mar- 
supto recondidisse.’ Further, that Jeroboam “ took counsel,” 1 
Kings xu. 28, (Bocuart, p. 855: “ Inito consilio, t. δ. en con- 
silium adhibitis seculi hujus prudentibus, qui dummodo  stet 
respublica religionem susque deque habent’)—that the result of 
the consultation was the choice of so mischievous an expedient— 
that he made the chief seat of his new worship not his capital, but 
Bethel, a place consecrated by events in the patriarchal history— 
all this shows how difficult the affair was, which it would not have 
been, apart from the declarations of the Pentateuch respecting the 
unity of the sanctuary, and from the sanctity of the Ark of the 
Covenant, which was attested by the Pentateuch. 

2. When Jeroboam introduced the calf-worship, and forbade his 
subjects from uniting in the worship at Jerusalem, the priests and 
Levites left the ‘Ten Tribes and betook themselves to the kingdom of 
Judah. ‘ And after them out of all the tribes of Israel, such as set 
their hearts to seek the Lord God of Israel, came to Jerusalem to sa- 
crifice unto the Lord God of their fathers.” Also at a later period 
many more followed this company to Jerusalem. ‘The Levites 
gave up their whole earthly means of subsistence. When a nume- 
rous body unanimously resolve to make such a sacrifice, there 
must be, according to the constitution of human nature, reasons so 
palpable as to exclude and repel all those excuses and sophisms 
which interest suggests in abundance. In the present case the 
reasons could rest upon nothing but the clear letter of the law, the 
violation of which must brand its ministers, as they indeed felt, 
even in the eyes of those who desired it from them, and shared it 
with them. Why should the pious go from Israel to Jerusalem to 
offer sacrifices there? Why should Jeroboam consider it abso- 
lutely necessary to forbid the pilgrimage to Jerusalem ? Why 
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did so many citizens of the kingdom of the Ten Tribes leave their 
houses and possessions to sojourn as strangers in Judah? Why, 
but for this reason, that the Pentateuch strictly required one sanc- 
tuary, distinguished the Ark of the Covenant as the only sanctuary 
of the nation, and stigmatised the worship of images. 

8. Jeroboam celebrated the feast of tabernacles ‘‘ in the month 
which he had devised of his own heart,’ 1 Kings xii. 33, where 
there is an allusion to Num. xvi. 28. Why did Jeroboam alter 
merely the month, and retain the day of the month, the 15th ? 
Because he wished to keep as near to the law as his main object— 
the dissolution of the religious connection between Judah and 
Tsrael—permitted.* 

It now only remains to examine the arguments which PauLus 
(Comm. ἐξ. ἃ. N. T., iv. 230), DE Werte (Beitr., i. 204), and 
GrsEntius (de Pentat. Sam. 6), have brought against the exis- 
tence of the Pentateuch among the Ten Tribes at the time of the 
separation of the two kingdoms. ‘The introduction of Jeroboam’s 
form of worship, say they, implies the non-existence of the Pen- 
tateuch. Could Jeroboam have undertaken to introduce a worship 
which is so directly opposed to a reiterated law of the Pentateuch ? 
How could he, if he found the Pentateuch in the hands of his sub- 
jects, choose exactly that image for the national god which their 
ancestors in the wilderness had rebelliously set up? Would it 
not have been a mockery of this statute-book of their religion, if 
Jeroboam had introduced the ancient idolatry with the identical 
words employed by Aaron when he erected the golden calf? 

Reasoning a priori, this argument has considerable plausibility, 
provided attention be not paid to the nature of the human mind 
and the facts of history. But on examining it more closely, it 
loses all force. The history of all religions shows, that in their sa- 
cred records, no command or prohibition has existed, however clear 
and distinct, which a wrong bias has not attempted, by all the arts 
which a mind averse from the truth has at command, to free itself 





* Wirtsius excellently describes the object which Jeroboam had in view in his al- 
terations: Ho consiliv omnia ut substantiam quidem et corpus quasi religionis com- 
mune cum Judeis Israelite retinerent, ne nimia novatione animi turbarentur ; in cir- 
cumstantiis tamen notabilis esset diversitas, que utriusque regni populos, quod optan- 
dum Jeroboamo erat, magis magisque a se invicem alienaret. AX@yrtiaca. Basil 
1739, p. 247. 
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from, without impugning the authority of the original record. By 
such argumentation as the above, how plainly it could be shown 
that the Scriptures were not in existence in the sixteenth century, 
or in short, that they never existed! To take only one out of nu- 
merous examples, what a plausible proof of the non-existence of 
the New Testament might be drawn from the present practice of 
divorces, and the marriages of the divorced by ministers of the 
church? ‘The expressions relating to this subject in the New 
Testament are quite as decided and clear as the expressions in 
the Pentateuch which Jeroboam explained away. A Jewish or 
Mohammedan teacher would not think it worth while to quote 
and refute the subterfuges by which it is attempted to evade them. 

But the following remarks may be worth consideration. The 
Scriptures take no notice of the morals which proceed from a cor- 
rupt will, which are attributable to caprice, and to the excuses 
which a sophistical understanding would find for them. To re- 
fute them would be a kind of recognition. Certainly those per- 
sons who, in the kingdom of Judah, were united by Solomon in 
the worship of Jehovah and idolatry, would not be wanting in 
pseudo-theological arguments very weakly constructed, by which 
they would attempt to reconcile incompatibilities ; and so it would 
be with those who, after the erection of the Temple, preferred the 
worship on the high places. But the Scripture have not preserved 
these arguments for us; we can only conjecture what they were 
from some scattered hints. That Jeroboam and his successors 
invented such arguments, is evident from 2 Kings xvi. 9, where 
it is said of the Israelites—‘ They covered (this is the only expla- 
nation that is to be depended upon of S27) words, who are not 
right concerning the Lord their God,” 1.6., “they emboldened 
themselves, by a multitude of perversions and explanations of his 
word, to conceal its true form.” And in what these arguments 
consisted we can learn with tolerable certainty from the various 
alterations which Jeroboam made in the law. He transposed the 
Feast of Tabernacles, which, according to the law, was to be cele- 
brated in the seventh month, to the eighth. According to the 
expressions in the Book of Kings, which mention this month which 
he himself had fixed upon, it might appear as if he did it without 
any reason or pretext. And yet it is not difficult to find one. 


ABARBANEL, and after him J. D. Micuae.is, have remarked, 
O 
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that he probably fixed upon it because the harvest and vintage 
were later in the northern part of his dominions than in the rest of 
Palestine. How the erection of a new place of Divine worship in 
Israel, in opposition to Jerusalem, was vindicated, is never ex- 
pressly said ; but it arises from the peculiar character of these 
places themselves. ‘They were clearly such as had been rendered 
sacred by historical associations, while Jerusalem could boast of 
no such distinction. The Samaritans, in this respect, at a later 
period, trod in the footsteps of the Jews. Their ground of justi- 
fication for the worship on Gerizzim is always the ancient dignity 
of that mountain. See the remarkable account in EvsEBIus 
(Prep. ix. 17). The rejection of the tribe of Levi found its ap- 
parent. justification in the opposition of this tribe to what were 
maintained to be the lawful alterations of the king who constituted 
himself, as he must properly be considered, the spiritual super- 
intendent and supreme expounder of the law, see 1 Kings xii. 82, 
where we are told he sacrificed, and burnt incense, and consecrated 
the priests; also Amos vil. 14 (13), where the chief priest Ama- 
ziah says to the prophet, ‘‘ Prophesy not again any more at Bethel, 
for it is the Avng’s sanctuary.” Certainly this opposition to the 
king came very opportunely—for now, by one decisive step, he 
would be altogether free from those, who, if they had at first con- 
nived out of weakness, could not have done otherwise than be 
averse from his innovations. With all Jeroboam’s worldly pru- 
dence, there still remained an error in calculo. He had left the 
peophetic order without notice, who opposed the abuses of religion 
in the service of a selfish political interest, more powerfully and 
successfully than the priesthood would have done. As to the 
calf-worship, it is perfectly clear that Jeroboam sought to justify 
himself by appealing to Aaron’s example. By what sophism he 
endeavoured to set aside the application of what Moses said and 
did against this worship (and that his conscience felt the force of 
these things appears from 1 Kings xii. 6, compared with Exod. 
xxxii. 11), we can merely hazard a conjecture. Perhaps he main- 
tained that the people at that time, when the religion of Jehovah 
was so far from being firmly established, and the impressions 
which they had received from the Egyptian idolatry were still so 
fresh and strong, were not yet ripe enough for an institution that 
in itself was good; and that the full time was now arrived when 
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they had attained such a degree of illumination that the symbol 
and the means would no longer be confounded with the thing 
signified and the end, and they would henceforth never lose sight 
of the distinction between the God of Israel and idols. Even 
a J. D. ΜΙΟΗΑΕΙΙΒ has maintained (Mos. Recht, v. 245) that 
image-worship is not manifestly irrational, if only it be properly 
explained ; that it is only under particular circumstances a dan- 
gerous means of devotion. Let a comparison be made between 
Jeroboam’s conduct and the manner in which learned men of the 
Catholic Church have endeavoured to explain away the clear lan- 
guage of Scripture and of the Fathers, against image-worship 
(the substance of which may be found in DAILLE De cute tma- 
ginum), or among Protestant theologians, the way in which the 
language of Scripture, on divorce and capital punishments, has 
been treated, and any one may be convinced that the justification 
of his conduct, which we have attributed to Jeroboam, is not so 
absurd, that he could not venture to offer it. It is indeed weak 
enough, but not weaker than the arguments by which Solomon had 
already tried to Justify his idolatry, or by which the people in Judah 
defended their obstinate adherence to the high places against the 
pious kings, whose labours to remove them entirely were always 
ineffective (see Movers, p. 286; Kerr, p. 290); and weak indeed 
they must have been, since they satisfied only the unthinking, 
whether of higher or lower rank, those who in religious matters 
had no sound and independent judgment. These arguments were 
rejected by the Levites, by the prophets, by all the truly pious, and 
were not thought worth contradicting or mentioning. But what 
worldly power can do with the dead members of an ecclesiastical 
community, history sufficiently teaches. In David's time, and in 
the beginning of Solomon’s reign, such an apology would have 
had little success; but the decay of religion and morals, in the 
latter days of Solomon, preceded Jeroboam’s accession. Let it 
be recollected that even in the wilderness the golden calf was 
set up, after the strongest prohibition of idolatry. This prohi- 
bition is so clear and distinct, that it seems to leave no excep- 
tion, and yet the people and Aaron must have succeeded in in- 
venting an apparent reason for not considering the prohibition 
as applicable to that particular case. 


That our opponents themselves are not so much in earnest 
O02 
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with this argument, may be gathered from an indirect confession 
of Gesenius. As such, we consider what he remarks (p. 9), 
against those who maintain that it is improbable that Manasseh 
had communicated the Pentateuch to the Samaritans, from which 
the unlawfulness of his marriage with a foreign princess would 
be manifest —verum enimvero a sacerdotum progenie, quos 
paulo post in novis cultus favorem tam violentis, non solum 
interpretandt, sed etiam emendandi artificiis usos esse com- 
perimus, facile expectabis, in promptu eos habituros fuisse 
excusationis speciem. If the truth of our position be acknow 
ledged by our opponents when they need it, they must allow its 
validity in cases where it may occasion them inconvenience. 

We have now proved that the Pentateuch, from the time of the 
separation of the two kingdoms, was in existence, and legally in- 
troduced among the Ten Tribes. Having gained this position, 
we can with greater security advance further. The expedients 
which Jeroboam employed in order to bring his innovations into 
agreement with the Pentateuch, and to set aside the prerogatives 
of Judah, were so violent, that the choice of these desperate 
measures is only conceivable by admitting that the conviction was 
general among the people, that the Pentateuch, as a complete 
whole, had Moses for its author, and was the common property of 
the whole nation. Besides, what would have been more convenient 
than to have rejected either the whole, or such parts as were un: 
suitable for his purpose, as interpolated or forged ? 

History sufficiently shows that a forced interpretation is only 
resorted to when this easier and more certain expedient fails. But 
how could a conviction of the authenticity of the Pentateuch, 
diffused among a whole people in the time of Jeroboam, be 
otherwise accounted for than on the ground of its truth? It 
adds to the difficulty of any other explanation, that the compo- 
sition of the Pentateuch cannot be placed in the period of the 
Judges, on account of the peculiar circumstances of those times. 
There remains, therefore, only the age of David and Solomon. 
But to be able to secure the reception of the Pentateuch as a 
work of Moses, if not composed till a period immediately pre- 
ceding that in which there would be a most powerful interest to 
maintain the contrary, would indeed be a task ! 


Gag 


ON THE NAMES OF GOD 


IN THE 


PENTATEUCH., 


THE first trace of any notice of the different names applied to 
the Divine Being in the Pentateuch we find in TerRTULLIAN. Her- 
mogenes had urged, in behalf of the eternity of matter, that God 
had not been always Lord. ‘Tertullian admits this, but thinks 
that 10 occasions no difficulty, since the Scriptures represent God 
as becoming Lord not till the creation, and in consequence of it. 
In Gen. 1., 11. 2, 8, we have 6 Θεός, but in ii. 4, κυρίος ὁ Θεός, by 
which the LXX. translate 778 ™77.* “The Scripture supports us 
by distinctly allotting each name to him, and using it at the pro- 
per time. For it speaks of him immediately as God, because he 
always was. ‘ In the beginning, God made the heavens and the 
earth ; and afterwards, while he was making those things of 
which he was to be the Lord, it only uses the name God, and 
never Lord,—‘ and God said, ‘and God made.’ But when he 
had finished all things, and man himself, who would be regarded 
as lord, and is called lord, then it adds the name ZLord—‘ and 
the Lord took the man,” &e. 

Augustine accounts for the difference of the first and second sec- 
tions of Genesis by supposing, that it was designed to intimate the 
relation of absolute dependence in which man stands to God. “It 





'* Scriptura nobis patrocinatur, que utrumque nomen ei distinxit et suo tempore 
ostendit. Nam deus quidem, quod erat semper, statim nominat; in principio Deus 
fecit coelum et terram: ac deinceps, quamdiu faciebat, quorum dominus futurus erat, 
deus solummodo ponit ; et dixit deus, et fecit deus, et nusquam adhuc Dominus. At 
ubi universa perfecit, ipsumque vel maxime hominem, qui proprie dominum intellectu- 
rus erat, dominus etiam cognominatur, tunc etiam dominus nomen adjunxit: et acce- 
pit dominus hominem, ete.—Adv. Hermog. c. 3, ed. Semler. ii. 61. 
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is, [ think, far from useless, and designed to teach us an impor- 
tant truth, that, from the very commencement of this Divine book, 
of which the first words are, ‘ In the beginning, God created the 
heavens and the earth,’ as far as this passage it is never said, 
‘ Lord God,’ but only ‘ God ; but when man’s: being placed in 
Paradise, and the injunction given to him that he should dress it 
and keep it, is mentioned, the Scripture language is, ‘ The Lord 
God took the man whom he had made and put him into Paradise 
to dress it and to keep it;’ not because God was not the Lord of 
the creatures that had been already mentioned, but because this 
was written neither on account of angels nor other created beings, 
but for man, to admonish him how desirable it was for him to 
have God for his Lord, that is, to live obediently under his con- 
trol, rather than licentiously to abuse his own power; so that the 
Scripture has not used this phraseology till it comes to placing 
man in Paradise to dress it and to keep it.’”* 

Both these writers have evidently got upon the right track ; 
they recognise a real difference between the two names, and repu- 
diate the notion of the change being accidental. The general re- 
lation is also correctly determined by them so far, that Dominus 
marks a more special relation than Dews. But, in more exactly 
defining this relation, they were not so successful ; from ignorance 
of the language, they could not Place their enquiry on its proper 
philological basis; and since κύριος, Dominus, the terms which 
they had before them, are not a translation of mm, but of x, 
which the Jews superstitiously read instead, it gives a very incom- 
plete idea of the former. But even had they correctly known the 
fundamental relation of mm and obs, such a thorny, laborious 
investigation as that respecting the change of these names in the 





* Proinde nullo modo vacare arbitror, sed nos aliquid et magnum aliquid admonere, 
quod ab ipso divini libri hujus exordio, ex quo ita cceptus est, in principio fecit deus 
coelum et terram, usque ad hune locum, nusquam positum est: dominus deus ; sed tan- 
tummodo Deus ; nunc vero ubi ad id ventum est, ut hominem in paradiso constitueret, 
cumgue per preeceptum operaretur et custodiret, ita Scriptura locuta est, et sumsit do- 
minus deus hominem, quem fecit, et posuit eum in Paradiso operari eum et custodire : 
non quod supradictarum creaturarum dominus non esset deus, sed quia hoe nec prop- 
ter angelos, nee propter alia, que creata sunt, sed propter hominem scribebatur, ad 
eum admonendum, quantum ei expediat habere dominum deum, hoe est, sub ejus do- 
minatione obedienter vivere, quam licentiose abuti propria potestate, nusquam hoc 
prius ponere voluit, nisi ubi perventum est ad eum in Paradiso collocandum, operan- 
dum et custodiendum. (De Genesi ad literam, viii., ii. ed. Bened. Cler. iii. 176). 
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whole Pentateuch was by no means suited to the age of the Fa: 
thers, so that we cannot look to them for its satisfactory discus- 
sion. 

CurysostoM, whom the sudden change of the Divine names 
did not escape, saw as plainly as Tertullian and Augustine, that it 
could not be accidental, but must have some positive reason, yet, 
in assigning this reason, he erred in a very superficial manner. 
“ And God took (the Scripture says) the man whom he had 
made.” Immediately following the introduction, it properly placed 
the two names—it did not say Lord, and stopped, but added Lord . 
God—by this teaching us something hidden and concealed—that 
we may learn, that, if we hear the Lord, and if we hear God, there 
is no difference in the names ; and, on this account, the Scripture 
uses these names indifferently, but those who are disputatiously 
disposed may not be allowed to disturb the correctness of doctrines 
by any of their private notions.* Chrysostom distinguishes him- 
self from Tertullian and Augustine, by perceiving that there must 
be a reason given why both names should here be used in connec- 
tion, while the latter only attempted to justify the separate use of 
Dominus. But since, instead of deducing the use of the terms jointly 
from the intention of marking the identity of the person, he makes 
both the names of equivalent meaning and the alternate use arbit- 
rary, he renders it impossible to take a correct view of this change 
in all that follows, and thus became the first who paved the way 
for the hypothesis of distinct Jehovah and Elohim documents. 
for as soon as the use of these two divine names is proved to be 
a matter of indifference, this hypothesis has won the game, as will 
plainly appear in the sequel. 

During the middle ages, as might be expected, the investigation 
was carried no further by Christian scholars. An obstacle, indeed, 
lay in their way, which remained there for centuries. First of all, 
PETER LomBarp (Sentrent. d. 1., dist. 2) asserted that the plural 
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* Kai ἔλαβέ, φησιν, ὁ eds τὸν ἄνδρωπον, ὃν ἔπλασε. Καλῶς ebSéws ἐκ προοι- 

μίων τὰ δύο τέϑεικεν' οὐδὲ γὰρ εἶπε κύριος καὶ ἐσίγησεν, αλλὰ προσέϑηκε κύριος 
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ὅτι κἄν τε κύριον ἀκούσωμεν, KaVTE ϑεὸν, οὐδεμία ἐν τοῖς ὀνόμασίν ἐστι διαφορά 
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τοῖς φιλονείκως διακειμένοις τὸ ἐξ οικείας ὑπονοίας ἐπεισφέρειν τῇ τῶν δογμάτων 


ὀρϑοότητι. (Hom. 14 ἵν Gen. Opp.i.p. 19. Francof.) 
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form of the name srs was to be explained by the plurality of 
persons in the Divine essence. ‘This view, which was recom- 
mended by an appearance of credibility, soon obtained universal 
acceptance, which was only partially, and for a short time, inter- 
rupted by the opposition of such men as CaLvin, MERCER, Pa- 
REUS, Drusius, BELLARMINE (compare the proof in BuxToRF, de 
nomm. dei Hebraicis in his Dissertatt., p. 270). As long as it 
lasted, nothing else could be done. By means of it, ots from 
being the most general indefinite appellation of the Deity, was 
changed into the most definite and special ; from being the lowest 
name, it became the highest. Henceforth the relation between 
Jehovah and Elohim was distorted and inverted. 

But if we turn to the Jewish scholars of the middle ages, we find 
among them, in reference to the ground-work of the investigation, 
—the determination of the relation between Jehovah and Elohim, 
—some highly valuable remarks, although scarcely any progress 
was made in the proper application of the principles to the Penta- 
teuch, = 

Above all others, the author of the book Cosri (R. JEHUDA 
HALLEVI in the 12th century) distinguished himself; the copious 
explanations which he gives (p. 256, ed Buxtorf.) are truly sur- 
prising. The plural form of mx is explained as intended to 
oppose idolaters, who called every personified power ™>x, and all 
together orbs, non respiciebant ad virtutem s. facultatem prt- 
mam, a qua omnes illae facultates prodeunt. Hence, in oppo- 
sition to these, the name »r>x was given. According to this view, 
mms is the most general name of the Deity; it distinguishes him 
only in his fulness of power without reference to his personality or 
moral qualities—to any special relation in which he stands to men— 
either as to the benefits he bestows, or to the requirements he makes. 
On this account, where God has witnessed of himself and is truly 
known, another name is added to “lohim—this is the name J/eho- 
vah, peculiar to the people who received his revelation and his cove- 
nant: Hlohim vocatur in genere v. communiter sed Jehovah sin- 
gulariter et proprie, (p. 257.) The name Jehovah is unintelligible 
to all who are not acquainted with that development of the Divine 
essence which is represented by it ; while Elohim distinguishing 
him as God in those respects which are known to all men, is uni- 
versally intelligible ; gué deum prorsus ignorat, ex hoc nomine 
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solo eum non cognoscet, sicut Pharao dixit; quis est Jehovah. 
The name Jehovah is the nomen proprium of God, and being one 
that expresses the inmost nucleus of his essence, is only intelli- 
gible where God has come forth, laid open the recesses of his 
heart, and has permitted his creatures to behold them, so that, 
instead of an obscure undefined being, of whom thus much only 
is known and affirmed, that he is powerful, that he is immense— 
he here exhibits himself the most personal of all persons, the most 
characteristic of all characters. It is a truly heathenish question 
(Cosri, 258), “ Quomodo vero nomine (proprio) insignire possum 
eum, de quo nullum exstat indicium sed cujus aliquam tantum 
probationem habemus ex ipsius operibus? 'To those to whom 
God has not made himself known, and who are not thus become 
his people, a name like Jehovah, which relates not to the circum- 
ference but the centre, appears like gross anthropomorphism. The 
Jew replies (p. 259), dt habentur eyus indicia prophetica et 
visiones spirituales. ‘To these experiences in which God descends 
to men, he then opposes the reasonings (7adiocinationes) by which 
men In vain attempt to rise to God. Penes nullum horum (those 
persons who only depend on reasonings) evstat nomen aliquod pro- 
prium, quo eum designent. Apud eos vero, qui ejus verba, pre- 
cepta, prohibitiones, premia pietatis and panas transgressionum 
audiverunt, exstat. Far more correctly and profoundly than those 
who, in modern times, have in a crude way described the name 
Jehovah as that of the national God of the Israelites, he attributes 
it to the revealed and known God, and hence dates its rise with 
Revelation itself, and therefore with the first beginnings of the 
human race. Adamus hune qui in verbo et apparitione se et 
patefecit, designavit et vocavit nomine Jehovah. Absque his 
enim substitisset in nomine Hlohim, per quod non clarum est, 
guid deus sit an unus an plures uno, an sciat particularia, an 
vero non, (p. 260.) Not till a later period, when the manifes- 
tation of the Divine Being was confined to Israel, did the name 
become peculiar to [5786]: nomen hoc Jehovah peculiari privi- 
legio nostrum est, nec quisquam alius veram cjus notitiam habet, 
praeter nos, (p. 261). But adopting this view, a key is obtained 
for the correct perception of the interchanged use of the Divine 
names in Genesis and the first part of Exodus, of which all 
those persons are destitute whose notions are limited to the na- 
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tional God of the Israelites. But to set the author's views in 
the clearest light, we must quote an important passage in p. 298: 
Sensus nominis wrx apprehendi potest per ratiocinationem, 
quia intellectus docet, mundum habere dominatorem et direc- 
torem: et de hoc diverse sunt hominum sententiae pro diver- 
sitate ratiocinationis ipsorum ; probabilissima omnium est sen 

tentia philosophorum. Quod vero intelligitur per mr non ap- 
prehenditur ratiocinatione, sed per visionem tllam propheticam, 
per quam homo quasi a specie sua separatur et abstrahitur 
et accedit ad speciem angelicam spiritusque alius in eum tn- 
greditur. . . . . Et tune recedunt e corde hominis dubia 
praecedentia, gue de deo habuit, ut ludibrio habeat ratio- 
cinationes illas, per quas consueverat pervenire ad dettatem 
et unitatem: tune etiam homo veneratione et amore ejus, quem 
veneratur, corripitur ut propter amorem ejus animam quoque 
suam morti exponat. Hence it is not enough, in order to be 
truly raised from Llohim to Jehovah, that a man should out- 
wardly belong to the people of the Covenant. In their history, 
indeed, Jehovah has unfolded his nature; but to understand this 
outward revelation there needs an inward revelation, which is known 
by the visio prophetica, the immediate intuition, in opposition to 
reflection. All other appellations by which the Deity 1s more 
elearly distinguished, more exactly defined, rest, according to this 
writer, on experience, on facts, on a self-revelation of the invisible 
God, whom no man by his own efforts can draw forth from his 
mysterious concealment, whom no one can appropriate, unless by 
a grant from himself. (Compare p. 264) Neque enim cutlibet 
pro libitu dicere licet, “TON “2p, deus mi, sancte me, nisi impro- 
prie per modum traditionis, sed vere id nemo dicere potest, nisi 
propheta, vel sanctus aliquis, cui res divina adhaeret. Hine 
dixerunt olim adprophetam ; deprecare quaeso faciem det tut. 
1 Regg. xii. 6. 

The philosopher Maimonides enters far less deeply into the 
nature of the subject. He says (More Neb. p. 106, ed Buxt.) 
omnia dei nomina derivata sunt ab operibus ejus, unico excepto 
mm quod est nomen det proprium. ‘This teaches clearly de sub- 
stantia creatoris. 'The remark is quite correct, but gives us no 
assistance in explaining the use of the Divine names in Scripture, 
nor shows how the God of revelation must appropriate exactly 
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that name which denotes the Deity in his inmost essence—the 
practical side of the idea of Jehovah is not recognised, nor is it 
brought out beyond the Platonic ὄντως ὄν. 

ABARBANEL (in BuXToRE, p. 266), thus expresses himself on the 
relation of the two names :—Deus sub duplici notione considera- 
tur a nobis, respectu nempe nostri, cum nonnist una sit ex 
parte det; primo respectu essentiae et quidditatis ejus stmpli- 
cissime et perfectissine que incomprehensibilis est altis prout 
wn se est. De hac docet nomen Tetragrammaton wre; deinde 
respectu influentie in omnia alia, que influentiam ab ipso ac- 
clpiunt secundum perfectionem ejus. De hae docet nomen wrx 
quia scil. hee influentia fit secundum potentiam ejus infinitam. 
The fundamental relation of the two names is here correctly con- 
ceived. JEHOVAH denotes God according to what he is in him- 
self; [Loni according to a certain obscure impression made 
on those that are only brought into communication with him out- 
wardly by means of his power, the single attribute of his nature 
which is directly related to them. But this definition of JEHovAH 
is deficient, inasmuch as it is not added that the name, as it de- 
notes God’s essence in itself, denotes also his relation to his crea- 
tures in all its extent; and it is defective in the definition of 
EXLOHIM, since it is not expressly said that as a name of relation 
it does not go below the surface. 

Thus a right foundation was laid by the Jewish teachers for the 
inquiry respecting the Divine names in the Pentateuch. But in- 
stead of continuing to build upon it, instead of examining into 
particulars—why, here one name, and there another name of God, 
was used—though perceiving that this could not possibly be acci- 
dental, since the use of one or the other Divine name was often 
retained through whole sections, and since the intentionality of 
this use was so often forced on their notice—they neglected the 
foundation, to which the unfortunate view already mentioned re- 
specting the meaning of mrbx contributed. Satisfied with their 
small and yet unlawful gain, they closed up the path to what would 
have been great and lawful. It is here shown very plainly how 
much the Christian scholar ought to be on his guard, lest, instead 
of looking solely and alone at the truth, he should allow himself 
to be dazzled by an appearance of credibility. When men have 
rendered themselves incapable of giving the correct explanation of 
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facts that lie openly and undeniably before them, they prepare 
the way for a false explanation with all its dangerous consequences, 
which can only be obviated by the correct one. If we look through 
the commentaries and other works relating to this subject in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and the first half of the 
eighteenth, we shall be astonished at the carelessness which is 
shown in reference to the use of the Divine name generally, and 
especially in the Pentateuch, and so much the more, the greater 
the care and exactness we find in other far less important things, 
and the more visible the progress made by exegesis in these re- 
spects. If, for instance, we go through the marginal notes in J. 
H. Michaelis’ edition of the Hebrew Bible (Halle, 1720), which 
contain the quintessence of what had been done up to that time, 
we shall meet nowhere with a single useful hint on this subject. 

The false explanation was first proposed by the physician 
ASTRUC in his work, Conjectures sur les mémotres originaux dont 
il paroit que Moyse sest servi pour composer le livre de la 
Genése. Briissel, 1753. Setting out with the assumption that 
the alternate use of the Divine names in the Pentateuch was de- 
termined by no internal difference—an assumption which he never 
once thought of justifying, since no one in his times maintained 
the contrary ; withal rightly perceiving that the change could 
not be accidental, he tried to explain it from external grounds, 
namely, that Moses had compiled Genesis from different writings— 
two principal documents distinguished by the exclusive use of τοῦτ" 
and urtx, and ten distinct memozrs besides, the use of which was 
confined to a very few places in Genesis. 

-Theimpression which this work made at the time of its appear 
ance may be best learned from H. Scuarsav’s “ Vindicie Ge- 
neseos contra auctorem anonymum libri, conjectures sur la Ge- 
nese, contained in the Miscellanea Lubecensia, vol. 1., Rost. 1758, 
p- 39-106, an essay in other respects of no great value. The im- 
pression cannot have been very powerful, for the author of this re- 
futation, which did not appear till five years after the book itself, 
frequently apologises for spending some of his leisure hours in re- 
futing this ineptissimum conjecturarum systema, and appeals to 
the example of La Croze, who condescended to write against Har- 
pDOUIN’s absurdities. What was dangerous in ASTRUC'’S attempt, 
(who, in proof of his hypothesis, alleges suppposed useless repeti+ 
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tions, disorder, perplexity, and contradictions), is well understood 
by him. He treats him throughout as an enemy of revelation ; 
for instance (p. 44), “ ¢mpuras injicit manus divine revelationi 
et res sacras atque coelestes scurriliter tractat.” (P. 68), “ [ta 
enim omnem Geneseos et divint Scriptoris auctoritatem labe- 
Jactare audet, et omnem erga sanctissimum codicem veneratio- 
nem abjecisse videatur.” But as to the main question, the correct 
explanation of the facts on the false explanation of which As- 
TRUC'S hypothesis is based, he has done next to nothing. The 
author evades the main point by saying, “ Nemint vigilanti 
hac excidere potuerunt, cum per totum sacrum codicem pro- 
miscua, sed veneranda variatio occurrat. Pauca sunt Mosaice 
historic capita, ad quae provocare potest, et vel omni eacep- 
tione deberent carere in tam angusto spatio, δὲ salva saltem 
vidert posset regula vel conjectura. *Obstant loca Gen. 11. 21; 
eel νοι ie bands IV, νυν, 2. δ yn Le ne 27, 

It may here be seen very plainly how dangerous it is to sa- 
tisfy oneself with a superficial examination of a dangerous hypo- 
thesis—to let its foundation stand, and merely loosen the ma- 
sonry of the superstructure a litthk—while one takes for granted 
that the spirit of the times to which it is opposed will refuse 
its admission. No powerful and plausible error whatever can be 
put down by neglecting to examine its grounds, or by abuse. It 
always returns at its hour—that is, when the spirit of the age 
lends it that aid which was before granted to its opponents, when it 
is far more dangerous, and difficult to conquer, even with valid 
reasons. In the middle of the last century, the conviction of 
the Divine Scripture was too firmly rooted in Germany for As- 
TRUC'S hypothesis to meet with much favour. It soon sunk into 
total oblivion. But the times changed. What bearing a hypo- 
thesis had on the Divine authority was then no longer asked. 
When Ercuuorn, in his Introduction to the Old Testament, 
renovated and embellished Astruc’s hypothesis, it met with gene- 
ral acceptance, and spread with amazing rapidity, so that only a 
few eminent scholars remained, who refused to do it homage. 

It cannot here be our business to recount the names of all 
who have assented to this view, nor to state the exact differences 
between ErcHHorN and his principal follower, Ingen, nor the 
modifications which others have given to the hypothesis. This 
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has been repeatedly done by others, as by VaTER, in his Hssay 
on Moses and the Authors of the Pentateuch, in his Commen- 
tary, iii. § 90; and by Hartmann, in his Lnquiries respecting 
the five books of Moses, p. 88. We are concerned only with the 
fundamental principle of the hypothesis—the assertion that from 
the change of the Divine names in Genesis, we are to infer that 
it is a piece of tessellated work, composed from different docu- 
ments. If this assertion can be disproved, which we shall at- 
tempt in the following pages, it will not be very interesting to 
know that Eichhorn assumed the existence of two original docu- 
ments, and Ilgen of three ; or what were their reasons for this dif- 
ference of opinion ? 

Let us now turn to the opponents of the hypothesis. Among 
these, Hasse, in his Hntdeckungen in Felde der dltesten Erd 
—und Menschengeschicht@ ii. Halle; so far occupies a honour- 
able position, that he is aware that the attack must necessarily 
be directed at the foundation of the hypothesis. He says (p. 
226), “ JeHovAH and*K.LouiM, before the giving of the law, 
are not perfectly synonimous—they do not convey exactly the 
same ideas. The first book of Moses would be quite misunder- 
stood, if both words are translated “‘Gop.” The same writer 
will call up quite different conceptions in the mind of the reader, 
when he uses ELouIM, and when he uses JEHOVAH. ‘The enigma | 
is explained in Exod. xx., “I am JEHOVAH the ELOHIM; besides 
me is no ELouim;” and till then ELonim operated differently 
from JEHOVAH. ‘These names, therefore, are historical. But 
here Hasse’s merits end. In determining the meaning of JE- 
HOVAH and Etoutim, he errs so arbitrarily and strangely, that it 
would not be worth while to examine his view any further. 

VaTER allowed the foundation of the hypothesis to stand; he 
never thought of admitting an internal difference in the two names. 
He went exactly so far in combating the document-hypothesis, as 
to leave the change of names available for a fragment-hypothesis, 
which he advocated. Against the former he urged that it was too 
artificial; no branch of ancient criticism presented any thing 
similar ; the distinction of the Divine names was too inconsider- 
able, and yet this was always to be the final ground of decision, and 
determine the connection or separation—the frequent breaking off 
of verses and alteration of the Divine names from mere conjecture 
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was inadmissible, &c. The difference of the Divine names, taken 
alone, he maintains, form no argument ; though, in connection with 
other grounds, they may possess some weight. The fragments must 
be distinguished into three classes, those in which the name Exo- 
HIM, and those in which the name JEHOVAH stands with equal con- 
stancy, and often; and lastly, those in which both the Divine 
names are used in conjunction. From such attacks the document- 
hypothesis has not much to fear. Not what they were in them- 
selves, but the form they assumed at that time gave them impor- 
tance. ‘This appears very evident if we compare the latest form 
which they assumed in Ewatp’s hands. In that all VatTer’s 
objections fall to the ground at once. 

The first really important attack* was undertaken by Sack, in 
his Essay, De usu nominum det ores et mom in libro Geneseos, 
in the Commentt. ad Theologiam historicam, Bonn, 1821, with 
which compare the remarks of the same author in his Apologetih, 
p: 157. By this author, the enquiry what were the principal 
points, the determination of the general relation between JEHOVAH 
and KLOHIM, was again brought back to the point at which the 
author of the book Cosrt had left it; and, besides, the attempt 
was successfully made to explain the use of these names in a 
single chapter of Genesis, from the essential difference in their 
meaning. ‘The author begins with showing that the different re- 
lations in which God stands to the human race makes a twofold 
name necessary ; a/terum quo generalis dei notio vel idea muni- 
tur, alterum quo illa victus qua deus se manifestavit, significa- 
tur. ‘The first name denoting nothing more, nis? eaxistentiam 
quandum infinitam, omnipotentem, tncomprehensibilem, ex qua 
res finitae et visibiles originem duxerunt, is found, with the idea 
which it expresses among all nations; Polytheists also have a 
word, not for the seagularis victus cujusque dei, but for the na- 
tura divina omnibus communis. The existence of the latter 
name is a necessary consequence of a Divine revelation. As soon 





* Contemporary with Sack, H. Von ΜΈΥΕΒ wrote an essay on the Divine Names, 
which was printed in the Blattern fiir hohere Wahrheit. Th. viii. 872. The author is 
a decided opponent of the fragment-hypothesis ; he also correctly perceives that a sa- 
tisfactory confutation of it must proceed on establishing the material difference of the 
two Divine names; but in attempting to discriminate this difference, he makes several 
arbitrary assertions, 
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as this is communicated, the general name is no longer sufficient ; 
deum quatenus tis se manifestaverat, eum tis locutus erat, alio 
nomine, quam numen supremum, cujus effectus in tota natura 
conspicitur, appellare debebant. Yet, even where the special 
name is in use, the general one is still kept up, to be employed in 
all cases when the Deity in general is spoken of; which very of- | 
ten occurs to the author of the history of God’s revelations ; no- 
mine universali anos utetur in tis omnibus narrandis, que a 
divino quidem effectu. pendent, eo tamen, qui ex rerum natur- 
alium connexu cognocitur, ita quidem ut scriptor specialem det 
providentiam neque negare, neque confirmare velit. This essay 
has not met with the notice it deserves. It has either been entirely 
passed over, or when mentioned, as by HARTMANN (p. 142), has 
been dispatched with some slight remarks.* It certainly deserves 
better treatment, though the style of its execution has in part occa- 
sioned it. The author has neglected laying the foundation necessary 
for his work, that is, to prove the meaning he attaches to the 
two Divine names to be correct from themselves (their deriva- 
tion) —from explanations of the Pentateuch, and from _pas- 
sages in the remaining books of the Old Testament. ‘The only 
proof of their correctness which he attempts to give is this, that, 
by assuming these meanings, the alternate change of names 
in Genesis, (which throughout must not be separated from the 
remaining books of the Pentateuch), can be sufficiently explained. 
Towards proving this point a good deal is certainly done; but a 
great number of important and difficult passages are altogether 
passed over in silence, and in others the explanation given of the 
use of the Divine names is quite incorrect and forced. Especially 
a numerous class of passages is left unaccounted for, in which the 
insertion of obs instead of mm (where we might expect the latter) 
is founded simply and alone on a reference to a plain and glorious 
display of God in what follows ; and the author of the Pentateuch 
in this reference always observes the same conduct. before every 





* However, the following remark of Nirzscu, in his System der Christlichen Lehre, 
§ 68, may be considered as a tacit acknowledgment of the result obtained by Sack :— 
“Tn every instance where God and Lord, Seds καὶ κύριος, Elohim and Jaho, are con- 
joined or contrasted, the former expresses more specifically the causalty of the world ; 
the latter, the aspect which the Divine Being bears towards the human race, socially 
considered, and to the Church. 
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fresh period of God's revelation, he adopts the frequent use of 
ELoumm, while, at the beginning of the period, he makes frequent 
use of JEHOVAH, till at last, after reaching the highest stage, after 
ELout has perfectly become JEHOVAH, the change occasioned by 
reference altogether ceases. This he seems never to haye surmised. 

A second more serious attack on both hypotheses of original 
documents and of fragments was made by Ewatp in his work 
Die Composition der Genesis kritisch untersucht, Braunschu, 
1823. But the chief merit of this work is not in relation to the 
point now under discussion. The other arguments in favour of 
the document-hypothesis and fragment-hypothesis, taken from the 
supposed fragmentary quality and disorder of the narrative, the 
titles, repetitions, differences of idiom, contradictions, are here re- 
futed in a most striking manner. In proving the internal con- 
nection of Genesis, the mutual relation of the parts, EwaLp has 
acquired great reputation. He has laid the foundation on which 
RankE has since very ably built. On the other hand, the inves- 
tigation respecting the alternate use of the Divine names 15 very 
defective, and falls far short of what Sack had already effected. 
This appears evident, before we go into particulars. Tor if we 
only look at Ewatp’s proposed determination of the fundamental 
relation of JEHOVAH and EXLonIM, it seems impossible to attain a 
satisfactory result. ELouim, denoting the Deity in general, is the 
common and lower name; JEHOVAH is the national God of the 
Israelites. All the acts, therefore, which the Israelites, in pursu- 
ance of their religion, perform contrary to heathen customs, are 
effected through their national God JEHovan—he stirs up heroes 
to defend his people—he inspires holy seers—in honour of him, 
feasts are celebrated and sacrifices are offered; no heathens are 
permitted to take his holy name on their profane lips. ELoHIM, 
on the other hand, is used where the Deity is not regarded as the 
national God of the Israelites. This distinction, which is taken 
without the necessary philological foundation, merely from the in- 
duction of a number of passages from the later historical books, 
although containing an element of truth, is evidently defective. 
This appears from the simple fact, that Ewan, in a considerable 
number of passages examined by him on this point, is reduced 
either to a forced alteration of the reading, or to an arbitrary in- 
terpretation. Thus (p. 24) he asserts, that, in 1 Kings xii. 22, 
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mm "27 must be read instead of 27°87 “27, on the false assumption, 
that JeHovaH must necessarily be used in reference to all the pe- 
culiar theocratic relations ; while only this can be said, that m= 
stands in such cases when there appears no particular reason for 
using ®"7>% as more suitable; as, for example, in the so often 
expressed or implied contrasts between the Divine and the hu- 
man. ‘Thus 2 Sam. xiv. 18 must be read Jehovah. The expres- 
sion "72°? F22°T>x, which is used both of Saul and David, he 
explains as ecu to a private feud; the language is not used 
respecting national enemies; what occasion, then, for introducing 
the name of the national God? As if the contest for the dig- 
nity of the Lord’s anointed was not a truly theocratic one—as if 
David, in numberless passages of the Psalms and the historical 
books, did not ground his hope of victory on JEHOvAH who had 
exalted him to that dignity. If in Joshua xxiv. 26 mention is made 
of a =x m2 in order to point out that Joshua wrote the words in 
the divine book of the law, and not in a hwman book, the reference 
there is misinterpreted that Joshua was not worthy to write in a 
book of JeHovaH. The ™7°8 "225, which is attributed to Solo- 
mon in opposition to lower human wisdom, must stand a step 
lower than the "77225, which did not belong to Solomon, 
whereby all the passages must be passed over in which he attri- 
butes this wisdom to himself, or it is attributed by others. Of 
the numerous passages which contradict the assertion, that the rule 
is at all times observed, not to put JEHOVAH'S name into the un- 
clean lips of one who was not an Israelite, nor generally to use 
his name in conversations, only two (2 Kings xviii. 22, Is. xxxvi. 
15) are adduced, and disposed of in a very unsatisfactory manner. 
Yet the objections which may be raised to EwaLp’s conclusions 
from the remaining books do not affect their basis, and only serve 
to modify them. Very naturally ; for, after the erection of the 
theocracy the God of revelation was ‘indeed exclusively the God 
of Israel, although not a “ National God” in Ewatp’s sense. 
But no sooner do we attempt to apply these conclusions to the use 
of the Divine names in Genesis and the first part of Exodus, than 
we see at once that they essentially contain an element of false- 
hood. It can scarcely be supposed possible that any one, from 
the assumption that JEHOVAH was the designation of the national 
God of the Israelites, without making this relation dependent on a 
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higher idea, on a more general reference, could think of explaining 
the use of the name JEHOVAH and its designed alternation with 
ELoum™ in a whole section of Genesis, before the chosen people 
were in existence, as well as in numerous passages of a later pe- 
riod, where there is no reference to the chosen people; as, for in- 
stance, in Gen. xiii. 18, “ But the men of Sodom were wicked, and 
sinners before JEHOVAH exceedingly ;” xix. 24, ‘‘ Then JEHOVAH 
rained upon Sodom and upon Gomorrah brimstone and fire from 
JEHOVAH out of heaven.” Although Ewald has with great acute- 
ness attempted to affect impossibilities, yet he has not succeeded in 
concealing from others the internal contradiction of his views, and it 
can scarcely be supposed that it was altogether hidden from him- 
self when he published them. Even the artifice that, in arranging 
the proofs of the applicability of his conclusions to Genesis, he 
begins backwards, and now, when at the beginning of the book the 
expressions recur, which he could scarcely explain, when found 
where JEHOVAH was certainly the national God of the Israelites, 
hints at the explanations already given as suitable also here, be- 
trays a consciousness of a bad cause. So also the circumstance 
that he entirely passes over in silence so many passages which 
were exactly opposed to his views; for instance, those in which 
Laban, who was not an Israelite, speaks of JEHovanH. In anum- 
ber of very forced explanations and violent make-shifts we are vi- 
vidly reminded of Srunr’s excellent remark, “ In the department 
of scholarship the essence of falsification consists not merely in fal- 
sifying the original records from which the materials are taken, 
but in making use of those records in an intentionally arbitrary 
manner for a specific purpose.”* But the greatest service of the 
author remains to be mentioned, that he has exhibited most im- 
pressively how suspicious a thing it is, when a critic feels himself 
obliged, in all the other books of the Old Testament, to account 
for the change in the use of the divine names from a difference in 
their meaning, but to make Genesis an exception, and thus to iso- 
late it from the rest of sacred literature. 

It was easy for GRAMBERGt and StaHELIN,{ who defended the 





* Untersuchungen uber der Urspringlichkeit und Alterthumlichkeit der Stern- 
kunde unter den Chinesen und Indiern. Berlin 1831, p. 19. 
+ Libri Geneseos sec. fontes rite dignoscendos adumbratio nova. Leipz. 1828. 
{ Kritische Untersuchungen tiber die Genesis. Basel 1829. 
Re 
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views that Ewald had attacked, to expose some of his weak points ; 
in doing this they thought their task was finished, and believed 
themselves justified in passing over the stronger parts of his work. 
With some scanty and slight alterations the old document-hypo- 
thesis was again brought forward. But how truth always makes 
a way for itself, however much it may be obstructed by error, is 
shown very plainly in the influence that EXwa.p’s representations 
exerted on the views of other scholars who applied themselves, at 
a later period, to this subject. As their representative we shall 
name only HarrmMann. This writer not merely exposes con 
amore numerous instances of caprice in GRAMBERG'S meagre state- 
ment of the document-hypothesis, and gives this whole hypothesis, 
with the remark that the objection of improbability attaches to 
all its modifications in so great a degree ‘that we have not the 
slightest hesitation in declaring it to be a completely unsuccessful 
attempt to solve an important problem ;” but also, for supporting the 
fragment-hypothesis which he approves, he places very slight de- 
pendence on the use of the Divine names, and is not very far from 
entirely giving up the use of this argument. He acknowledges 
that a real difference exists between the two names JEHOVAH and 
Exon, which he determines in the same external manner as 
Ewald, and admits that the author of Genesis regarded the near 
relation in which JEHOVAH stood to his people and monotheism 
with careful consideration and a delicate tact (p. 188). He only 
reserves a moderate number of cases, in which he explains the use 
of Exrouim and JEHovAH, not from their internal difference, but 
by his favourite arbitrary method. But even in these cases, he 
does not venture to make use of the change of the Divine names 
alone, but only in connection with the proofs for a difference in 
the written materials of the Pentateuch, which shows how insecure 
he felt himself on the ground which nevertheless he tried to main- 
tain, as he perceived that the change for which he himself could 
find out no real reason, might very probably have one; and he 
felt how doubtful it was in some cases, in which the use of the 
Divine names had to be determined by a mere groundless pre- 
ference and custom. After acknowledging that in by far the greater 
number Exon only stands where JEHOVAH could not, or 
would not be so suitable, and that JEHOvAH only stands where 
ΒΊΟΗΙΜ would not be in place, he gives the result in the follow- 


NAMES OF GOD IN THE PENTATEUCH. R29 


ing words (p. 147)—“ If an author, without visible marked occa- 
sion, uses a denomination, whether that of KLoui™ or that of 
JEHOVAH, in a long section exclusively, he thus shews for it a cer- 
tain preference, and hence may be considered as ‘distinct from 
another narrator who moves forward in an opposite direction.” 
If we only succeed in pointing out for the casus reservatos “a 
visible, marked occasion,” the author's last weapon is broken, 
and we may expect that (in this conflict) he will leave the enemy's 
camp. 

That Ewatp himself, in the review of STaAHELIN’s critical 
enquiries on Genesis in the Studien und Kritiken 1831, part 38, 
has partly retracted his view, cannot surprise us, after the remarks 
already made, but must, indeed, appear quite natural. If “the 
production of his nineteenth year” ought not to be the source of last- 
ing censure to the author, only the choice remains between sucha 
partial retractation, and an improvement of the idea of JEHOVAH 
there set forth ; and that the author would adopt the latter method 
cannot be expected, since the correct idea of JEHOVAH can only 
be found in connection with the right method of contemplating 
Sacred History. But we have equal reason for expecting that 
Ewap will not return to the document-hypothesis in its early 
crude form. His present view, if we must not rather say, his view 
of 1831, is the following. The result of his former investigation 
respecting the difference of the Divine names in the other books of 
the Old Testament remains, he asserts, unshaken (p. 598). He 
only erred in transferring the later usage without ceremony to the 
times antecedent to Moses, and therefore to the narratives in 
Genesis. For the name JEHOVAH, as the name of the Mosaic 
national-God, could only be given to the people first by Moses, 
and was closely connected with the national worship. In the 
eatlicr more simple times before Moses, God might be called 
by such a general name as ELOHIM, or a narrator might so 
name him, to establish a contrast to the Mosaic revelation. A 
writing which always calls God ots as far as Exod. vi. 2, forms 
the primary ground-work of the whole Pentateuch, according 
to the belief or historical recollection that the name JEHOVAH 
was first known by Moses, and was connected most intimately 
with the constitution of the Mosaic worship. With this might 
be interwoven another, which, as it contained in general not 
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so faithful and distinct a recollection of antiquity, so also dis- 
tinguished the Deity, even in the time of the Patriarchs, with the 
Mosaic name JEHOVAH, though using besides the name ELoui™, 
so that there might be sections in which ELoHim was exclusively 
used, but none in which (except by accident) JEHOVAH was ex- 
clusively used. ‘These writings a later hand had united in a whole, 
independently, and not without suitable connection and selection, 
so that Genesis, in its present form, may appear as the connected 
work of an individual. By the greater scope which in this manner 
is given to the talents of the writer, in opposition to the earlier view, 
which set him in the light of a mere compiler, several of the early 
cheap objections against the document-hypothesis are certainly dis- 
posed of, such as the necessity of arbitrarily altering the Divine 
names in favour of the hypothesis, and separating part which are 
evidently connected; an advantage which GRAMBERG rightly ac- 
knowledged. But this modification of the hypothesis has again 
its peculiar difficulties. 

If JEHovAn is the name of the Mosaic national God, it would 
be used as such by all the authors of the remaining books of the 
Old Testament, who lived in the most distant ages ; if this meaning 
were universally acknowledged, and the distinction between JEHO- 
VAH and ELouiM admitted in the popular mind, how in the world 
~came among all the children of Israel the two unfortunate wights, 
the Author of the second writing and the Collector of both, to use 
the name of the national God before the existence of the nation ? 
These persons could not have taken it for the name of the national 
God, or they must have been out of their senses; as little could 
they suppose that it was identical with ELoum ; on the contrary, 
that such an identification is mcompatible with the popular ap- 
prehension of the difference, the fact acknowledged by Ewatp 
(p. 599), proves that often they evidently used the names with a 
consciousness of their difference. Thus it is certain that they 
connected an idea with the name JEHOVAH, which possibly and 
necessarily occasioned its use in the pre-Mosaic times; and if this 
idea is found to be one which includes in it that of the national 
God, without being identical with it, only one thing remains, to 
prove that in the portions where ELOuIM is exclusively used, this 
fact can and must be explained in another way than by supposing 
that the author considered the name JEHOVAH as unsuitable for 
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the whole period. If this be done, the three imaginary writers 
vanish, and only one appears as their rightful substitute. That 
everywhere, on good grounds, either JEHOVAH alone, or ELOHIM 
alone was used, or JEHOVAH and ELout™M were used together, is 
the proposition to be proved, and with its demonstration all those 
infinitely multiform opinionum commenta must fall to the ground, 
never to rise again. 


THE ORIGIN OF THE NAME JEHOVAH. 


Our first business must be to determine the derivations and 
primary meaning of the two Divine names. We begin with mr. 
Here the question at once arises, Is the name of home or foreign 
origin ? for only on the former supposition a are we Justified in pro- 
posing a Hebrew etymology. 

Several writers have attempted to find an Egyptian origin for 
mm, This is the object of GESNER’s essay, De lade Dei apud 
Aigyptios per septem vocales in the Commentt. Gétting. 1. 245, ad 
an. 1751. He tries to prove, that the Egyptians were accustomed 
solemnly to sing the name Jehovah in their public worship. But the 
refutation of this hypothesis (which 15 founded on a misunderstood 
passage of  ΒΈΒΙΟΒ in his Praeparatio), by Dipymus Taurin- 
ENSIS, in his learned and able work, De pronuntiatione divini 
nominis quatuor literarum, Parma, Badoni, 1799, is performed 
with so much ability and research, that we must regard it as abso- 
lutely complete.* Others appeal to the inscription, which, ac- 





* As the work of D1ipyMus is not common in Germany, and is accessible probably 
to few of our readers, we shall quote at length the paragraphs relating to this subject :— 

Quum in Preparatione Evangelica vir plurimorum librorum lectione in primis praes- 
tans omnia undigue studiose conquireret, unde probabiliter 5101 videretur posse colli- 
gere gentes caeteras accepisse aliquid ab Hebraea, Au gyptios etiam eo accenset argu- 
mento, quod septem conjunctis vocalibus arcanam quamdam complexi dicerentur appel- 
lationem, quam quatuor elementis Hebraei. Habesverba’Eqel καὶ τῶν ἑππὰ φωνη- 
έντων τὴν ἐπὶ TO AUTO σύνϑεσιν μιᾶς τινος ἀποῤῥήτου προσηγορίας περιέχειν 
φασὶν ἐκφώνησιν, ἣν διὰ τεσσάρων στοιχείων παῖδες ᾿Ἑβράιων σημειούμενοι ἐπὶ τῆς 
ἀνοτάτω τοῦ Jeov δυνὰμεως κατατάττουσιν, ἄλεκτόν τι τοῖς πολλοῖς καὶ ἀπόῤῥητον 
τοῦτ᾽ ἔιναι Tals παρὰ πατρὸς ἐιληφότες. Jam de Hebraica ἀπόῤῥήπτῳ προσηγορία, 
quam volucrit Eusebius significare, nequit dubitari quin sit sim. Hee sonuerit 
Jehova: non inepte a Gesnero expressam fatebere septem vocalibus Len wova, 
exsistetque vocabulum, quo si animum induxcris credcre Mystas Av gvptios appellasse 


282 ORIGIN OF THE NAME JEHOVAH. 


cording to PLutarcu, (περὶ ᾽Ισιδος, § 9), was to be seen in the 
temple of Isis at Sais ; ἐγώ εἰμι πᾶν τὸ γεγονὸς καὶ ὃν καὶ ἐσό- 
μενον, καὶ τὸν ἐμὸν πέπλον οὐδείς πω θνητὸς ἀπεκάλυψε. But 
these words cannot be regarded as the explanation of a name ; and 





divinitatem, ejusmodi profecto habebis explanationem verborum Eusebii, quae vim con- 
clusionis ejus praestet maximam. Sed cur, quod erat planissimam, ipse non scripsit 
Eusebius, fuisse in 75 gyptiorum caerimionis ἐκφώνησιν usurpatam tenwova divino 
consonam nomini apud Hebraeos ἀποῤῥήτῳ ? Quia nimirum id quidem ita expresse nec 
somniaverat ipse, neque erat usquam ἃ quoquam memoriae proditum. Sed quaedam lege- 
rat, cnjusmodi illud est libri Demetrio inscripti περὶ ἑρμηνείας, § 71. Ἔν ᾿Αιγύππτῳ 

εὐ TOUS δεοὺς ὑμνοῦσι διὰ τῶν ἑπτὰ φωνηέντων οἱ ἱερεῖς. Unde opinionem quamdam 
hauserat indefinitam religiosae alicujus ἐκφωνήσεως, quae septem vocalibus tota con- 
staret. Legerat autem literis vocalibus totum constare Dei nomen Hebraeis religiosis- 
simum. Itaque eonjecit ab hoc illam ἐκφώνησιν exstitisse: levi, fateor, conjectura, 
sed non insolitae levitatis in hujusmodi argumentis. De qua ne dubites, verba ipsa 
Eusebii perpende, ac maxime illud φασὶν, et μιᾶς ΤΊΝΟΣ προσηγοριας ἐκφώνησιν; 
tum ἄλεκτόν Tu, et quo postea epigrammate confirmet, quod de septem vocalium apud 
AE gyptios συνθέσει scripserat perhiberi, hoc nempe, quod εἰς Σάραπιν quidam inscribunt. 

‘Erté με φωνήεντα δεὸν μέγαν ἄφϑιτον duvet 
Γράμματα, τὸν πάντων ἀκάματον πατέρα" 
᾿Ειμὲ δ᾽ ἐγὼ πάντων χέλυς ἄφϑιτος, ἣ τὰ λυρώδη 
Ἡρμοσάμην δίνης ὀυρανίοιο μέλη. ; 

Serties obscuritate sermonis Eusebium res involvere sibi non compertas certe satis. 
Et qui potuisset habere compertas? Plurimos ille quidem legerat libros, qui perie- 
runt. Atlaudasset profecto, si quem habuisset rei testem adeo dignae animadversione 
hominis Christiani, itemque Hebraeorum. Quam cur nunquam animadvertissent 
/Egyptii doctissimi Philo, jClemens, Origenes? Cur, quum tot habeamus a veteri- 
bus memorata A.gyptiacee vocabula superstitionis, nusquam tamen invenitur illud 
LEN wWova? 

Quid quod Gesneri commento verbarepugnant Demetrio inscripta, ab ipso memorato 
Gesnero? Finge enim cen wova appellationem quandam A.gyptiam fuisse Divini- 
tatis? Quid stultius poterit excogitare argumento Demetrii, qui quum inde a § 68, 
ἐνφωνίαν oratori commendare susceperit, quam e concursu vocalium ipse contendit 
exsistere, earum suavem esse concursum inde conclusisset, quia in hymnis A. gyp- 
tiis divinum audiretur nomen septem vocalibus constans ? Quasi vero Deorum nomina 
in hymnis canenda sint nulla, nisi quae suavia sint ipsa compositione literarum. 
Plane aliud voluit auctor quicumque fuit libri περὲ ἑρεμηνείας. Quod equidem mihi 
adhue videor probabiliter omnino explicuisse in Literature Coptice Rudimento, p. 44. 
Tbi enim adnotavi Grecas vocales a, ε; ἢ; 4,0, v, ὦ, musicas in Ai gypto notas, itemque 
appellationes fuisse sonorum si, ut, re, mi, fa, sol, la; quibus quemadmodum nune 
canitur solfeggiando, ita septem illis vocalibus canebant sacerdotes, utque idem per- 
hibet, tibie loco ecythare literarum harum sonus cantioque alhibebatur quod profecto 
non fuisset institutum, si vocalium ingrata auribus accideret consecutio. 

Quum autem eaedem vocales etiam essent astronomice note Lune, Mereurii, Ve- 
neris, Solis, Martis, Jovis, et Saturni, chorus astrorum divinas laudes ita convinere 
quodammado videbatur; et accedente notis musicis astronomica significatione, tran- 
situs evasit facilis ad apotelesmaticam amuletorum superstitionem ; ut inscriptiones 
omittam Basilidianas, et quae multa cujusquemodi exstant in Musaeis κειμήλια simi- 
liter notata Graecis literis vocalibus varia successione pluries permutatis. Quorum 
quaccumque sit ratio, epigramma certe ab Eusebio laudatum ita explicatur optime ; quo 
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the resemblance which, at first sight, they present to the Mosaic 
meaning of 7" is purely external, and vanishes altogether on a 
closer examination. [515 is the personification of Nature, into 
whose interior no created spirit penetrates, from whom all exist- 
ing things proceed, and into whom all that perish return. See 
CREUZER'S Mythologie, i. 519, ii. 6, 7; and MosHEIM on CupD- 
WORTH, 1. 399, who quotes a remarkable passage from ATHENA- 
GorAs (legatio pro Christianis, c. 19), ἢ περὶ τῆς Ἴσιδος (quid 
de Iside dicam) ἣν φύσιν αἰῶνος, ἐξ ἧς πάντες ἔφυσαν, καὶ δι ἧς 
πάντες εἰσὶ λέγουσι. Moreover, the genuineness of this inscrip- 
tion is very doubtful. None of the ancient writers on Egypt 
mention it, and the only one who, according to Plutarch, knew of 
it, Proclus, takes refuge with it, not without reason, in the ddy- 
tum; while, according to Plutarch, it must have been visible to 
all at the entrance. Mosnerm has already pointed out that the 
very contents of the inscription must excite suspicion, since 
such a refinement of religious sentiment—such an elevation of 
Polytheism into Pantheism (which indeed, from the first, lay at 
the basis of the former, but more unconsciously, so that the 
finer and grosser elements were intermingled), belongs to a later 
age. With how little exactness the philosophers, in an age in 
which various religions were mingled together, to whom it was 
of the greatest consequence to adduce ancient authorities for their 
views, quoted such testimonies is well known, and is evident 
from the circumstance that Proclus gave without ceremony, as 
an original part of the inscription, an addition in all probabi- 
lity forged by him (see Mosheim), καὶ ὃν ἔτεκον καρπὸν, ἥλιος 
ἐγένετο, which as an exposition is very good. Von BoHLEeN 
(Genesis, 104) gives up this proof of the Egyptian origin of JE- 
HOVAH, but thinks he has found a new one in the fact that Pharoah 





videlicet sive Natura omniparens, sive Creator Deus laudari se ait quum septem canun- 
tur literae vocales, quae quum singulae singulorum soni astrorum habeantur, horum 
concentum exhibeant; ipse vero, adjunctis quasi septem chordis ccelestium orbium 
sonis, quasi quaedam sit chelys, eorum conversione quaedam edens veluti lyricosmodos. 

With these investigations may be compared a passage quoted by Tholuck (on the 
hypothesis of the origin of the name Jehovah from Egypt and India; Litt. Anzieger, 
1832, p. 212), from a review by Ὁ. Miller. In this a Milesian inscription is treated 
of, in which the invocation of a god occurs, who, in a formula repeated five times, is 
designated by the seven vowels, which appear always twice after one another, but every 
time placed differently. Muller considers it to be most probable that the seven vowels 
denote the seven tones of an octave. 
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(2 Kings xxiii. 84) changed the name of Eliakim into Jehoiakim. 
But for the same reason it might be asserted, that the name was 
indigenous among the Babylonians, when the King of Babylon 
gave the king whom he had appointed instead of Jehoiachin, the 
name of Zedekiah (2 Kings xxiv. 17.) This analogy shows that 
as long as it was not determined to deprive the conquered alto- 
gether of their national independence, and to incorporate them 
with the conquerors (as, for example, was the case with Daniel 
and his companions), the latter satisfied themselves to make this 
subordinate relation known by imposing a new name, without in- 
troducing this relation into the name itself. As for the rest, we 
refer to the Christologie, iii. 540, where it is proved that the al- 
teration of the name Eliakim into Jehoiakim was at the wish and 
proposal of the Jewish prince ; and only remark further, that the 
fact is suited to prove exactly the reverse of that which it is alleged 
to prove ; for if JeHovan had been an Egyptian name of God, 
how could this God be distinguished instead of the destroyer, as 
the supporter of the kings of Judah? ‘The heathen gods had 
never anything to do in a friendly way with any nations but their 
own, and certainly it was more in the spirit of heathenism, though 
in this instance not true, when GRotius advanced an opinion that 
Pharoah wished the conquered king should take not the name of 
the conqueror’s god, but of his own. But besides, in the whole 
of Egyptian antiquity there is not the slightest trace of the name 
mm, and even VATKE acknowledges that no God existed in Egypt 
whose character corresponded in the remotest degree to Jehovah 
(p. 680). As a positive proof, if not of the total unacquaintedness 
of the Egyptians in the time of Moses with this name, yet cer- 
tainly that the name and idea did not peculiarly belong to them, 
that they distinguished none of their gods by the name JEHOVAH, 
that this name was not to them as to Israel, “‘ a great and ter- 
rible name,’ and that only by the bitterest experience they learned 
to know how great and terrible he was, we appeal to the language 
of Pharoah, “ Who ἐδ JEHovan that I should obey his voice, to 
let Israel go? 1 know not JEHovaun,” Exod. v. 2, and to the 
answer of Moses, ‘‘ the God of the Hebrews.” 

From the Egyptians, enquirers have turned to the Phoenicians. 
That the name is derived from Phoenicia, HARTMANN remarks, is 
shown by the fragments of Sanchoniathon, in which, besides other 
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points of agreement with the scriptural narratives, we find several 
designations of the Divine Being, which we likewise discover in 
the Old Testament, at least in substance, without difficulty. This 
leads to a connection between Phcenicia and Palestine, in a reli- 
gious respect, and probably the name JEHOVAH was borrowed from 
the same source. ‘Then it might, at the earliest, have been en- 
grafted in the religious language of the Jews in the times of David. 
We can hardly believe our eyes when we find such trifling in a book 
which has for its title “ Historical and Critical Enquiries !” 

1. Where are the fragments of Sanchoniathon, to which Hart- 
mann appeals? How can any one venture to adduce the mi- 
serable patch-work of a deceiver, Philo Byblius, who lived un- 
der Nero to the times of Hadrian (without staying to notice 
those who, with DopweLL at their head, have proved him to 
be such),* as a production of a pretended ancient writer, be- 
hind whose authority he conceals himself? Certainly it would 
not have fared so well with the pretended Sanchoniathon, if in- 
clination had not mingled with the enquiry—if it had not been 
believed by opposite interests that the fraud might be usefully 
taken for granted, Tn the times of the Fathers the pretended San- 
choniathon had been found useful both in defending and attacking 
revelation ; and in modern times, to these two interests a third 
has been added, the mythological ; see CreuzEer, Mytho. ii. 17. 
Here also the despicable medio ¢utissimus has kept back many 
from the full knowledge of the truth, and misled them to the 
middle view, that Philo made use of a work by Sanchoniathon ; 
but unfaithfully, and with many additions of his own. But how 
far these are from approving the use attempted to be made of it 
by Hartmann, ORELLI's words will show, in the preface to his 
edition of these fragments (p. v1.), Hace itaque Fragmenta, si 
quis in rebus singulis ad veritatem historicam ac chronologi- 
cam accommodare cumque sacrorum et profanorum auctorum 
testimontis comparare voluerit, is sane, ut Herderus judicat, 
oleum et operam perdidisse dicendus sit. As to the pretence 
that Philo had taken his materials from Sanchoniathon, there are 
no external arguments in favour of it, but decidedly the contrary. 





* For an account of the works on this subject, see Mrusrn, Bibl. hist. ii. 1, and his 
final judgment, p. 6, “nulla igitur aut valde exigna salus in Sanchuniathone.” 
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He is the first writer who makes mention of a Sanchoniathon, 
and, even later, we have no authority independent of him for the 
existence of such a person. ATHENA&ZUS speaks only of a Suniat- 
thon (111. p. 126, ed. Scheweigh) ; and from his incidental expres- 
sions nothing more can be gathered than an obscura fama of a 
certain Phcenician writer of that or a similar name. DopDWELL, 
in his Discourse concerning Sanchoniathon, has shown how 
important the testimonium a silentio is in this case—how incon- 
ceivable the passing over the writings of Sanchoniathon, if any 
such existed, in all preceding time, and how surprising the silence 
of Josephus, who was so attentive to the Phcenician sources of 
history, and for whose purpose their writings would have been so 
serviceable. Nowhere can a Pheenician etymology of the name 
be found. Brck (Gesch. 1. 256) asserts, indeed, very positively, 
that it means the friend of truth ; but if we look away from the 
external authorities, which can only be adduced for this meaning 
from a misapprehension, we shall find ourselves in the greatest 
perplexity in order to establish it. Let us only notice the arbi- 
trary methods Hamaker (Miscellanea Phoenicia, p. 207) has 
adopted to attain this object. But if we examine the contents 
of the work, suspicion must be awakened in the most candid 
mind. ‘The dogmatical object which Philo so visibly pursues 
(see ZOEGA de obeliscis, p. 536, who saw clearly the kind of 
writer he had before him; ORELLI, p. 4), namely, to establish 
his atheism, by proving that, at the origin of the human race, 
everything went on in a purely human and natural manner— 
that those whom the illusory notions of later times exalted to 
gods had been men, and, for the most part, men of the worst 
kind, laden with the grossest wickedness—deprives him of all 
historical authority. This dogmatical view he expresses very 
clearly and frankly himself (p. 6 of Orelli’s edition) ; and we can- 
not conceive how any one who has read only the Procemium of 
PHILO, can attach the slightest importance to his performance, 
He was obliged, if he wished to attain this object at all, to attribute 
the work to an older author, for only in this way could his fic- 
tion assume the appearance of history, and be admitted as evidence, 
‘The groundwork, the leading ideas,” says CREUZER, “have 
been held by the most learned inquirers in modern times to be an- 
cient and originally Pheenician.” But if here and there a solitary 
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notice occurs, for which confirmation may be found elsewhere in 
Pheenician antiquity, it no more follows from this that Philo made 
use of an ancient Phcenician work, than from the numerous con- 
fused coincidences with the history of the Old Testament, that he 
had the books of that also lying before him. Certainly Philo made 
use of Phoenician tradition in no other way than the Hebrew. From 
those parts where we are able to check his statements, we must 
conclude respecting the rest. If he has evidently in one place 
raked together hearsays in order to twist them into accordance with 
his own notions, we cannot doubt that he has done so elsewhere. 
The only thing he had to do was to give his statements something 
of a Pheenician colouring, and the materials that he needed for 
that purpose were to be obtained easily and cheaply. ΤῸ have 
recourse to Philo for the purpose of ascertaining ancient Phceni- 
clan representations, is certainly as irrational as if we attempted to 
fill up or correct the Old Testament statements from his remarks 
on the introduction of circumcision—on y*>y, ards, Xe. 

2. It is most absurd to suppose that a miserable deceiver, be- 
longing to an age in which literary forgeries were the order of the 
day, could inform us respecting things of which he could know 
nothing (the Lnscriptio nuper in Cyrenaica reperta after two 
thousand years has become no source of history), and to oppose 
his authority to that of Moses and the whole of Hebrew antiquity. 
But the extreme of absurdity is, that the notice in question is not 
among the pretended fragments of Sanchoniathon, but Porpuyry, 
whom Dodwell rightly terms vafrum hominem atque ob id ipsum 
haud immerito suspectum, gives it at his own risk without citing 
any authority. ‘To have overlooked this is less pardonable, since 
GoGueET (Origin of Laws, i., p. 883), and after him JaAGER (in 
ORELLI, p. xi., T'enendum est, Pophyrium modo mentionem facere 
Hierombali, non Philonem, hune vero alios Jontes, quibus usus 
sit Sanch. commemorare) have expressly noticed this fact. 

3. Even Porphyry never says what HarrmMaAnN—(what a dif- 
ference !)—attributes to Sanchoniathon. He does not mention 
᾿Ιενώ as the name of a Pheenician god, but exactly the contrary, 
as the name of the God of the Jews. His words (in Evsentus 
Praep. 1. c. 9. p. 81, and in THEopor. de gracc. affec. cur. ὃ. 2), 
show this incontrovertibly— ‘Ioropet δὲ τὰ περὶ ᾿Ιουδαίων ἀλη- 
θέστατα, ὅτι καὶ τοῖς τόποις καὶ τοῖς ὀνόμασιν αὐτῶν συμφωνό- 
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Tata Σ᾽ αγχουνιάθων ὁ Βηρύτιος, εἰληφώς τὰ ὑπομνήματα Tapa 
᾿Ιερομβάλου τοῦ ἱερέως θεοῦ τοῦ ᾿Ιευώ.᾽ That Sanchoniathon 
furnished information respecting the Jews, so true and so accordant 
with their own records, Porphyry explains from the circumstance 
that he had taken it from a Jewish reporter contemporary with 
himself. Evidently this statement is a pure invention of his own, 
for Philo, the only writer from whom Porphyry knew anything 
of Sanchoniathon, was quite ignorant of such Jewish sources. 
Porphyry had reason to invent another source of information in 
addition to that forged by Philo. If the accounts relating to 
Jewish Antiquity were at all suited to serve his polemic object— 
if they were not to be set aside with the remark that Sanchonia- 
thon could not enter the lists against the ancient national histo- 
rians—if the suspicion must not be excited that everything which 
appears in the pretended work of Sanchoniathon relating to Jew- 
ish antiquity, was a mere fresh compilation from the biblical 
records—he was obliged to trace these accounts, if possible, to a 
contemporary Israeclitish voucher. For such an one he looked 
round in the same age in which Philo had placed Sanchoniathon, 
and there Gideon or Jerubbaal at once struck him as the most 
conspicuous personage. ORELLI, after the example of Von ΑΓΕ, 
does not declare himself against Gideon, but manifestly only from 
want of insight into the whole affair, since he took Porphyry's 
account for an actual historical tradition, not for what it is, a sup- 
position, or rather a falsehood in a historic dress. Here then 
we have an example how closely incredulity and credulity are 
allied. Into such mistakes men fall, when rejecting what is truly 
credible and ascertained, they set out in quest of whatever may 
tend to overthrow it. Besides, how could any one be so deluded 
as not to perceive that the Sanchoniathon of Philo, even if he 
expressed what is attributed to him, would deserve no more credit 
than the Berosus of the monk Annius of Viterbo ?* 

Still we must examine the arguments which HAMAKER, in his 
‘Misc. Pheen., pp. 174, 175, has adduced for his assertion that 
heathen names were compounded with JeHovaH. In the form 





_ * As to the pretended newly discovered Sanchoniathon, the question can only be, 
whether Philo’s patchwork has really been found in a complete form, or whether some 
one else has inflicted the jus talionis on Philo—the latter supposition, as the matter 
now stands, seems far more probable. 
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in which Hamaker has put forth this assertion, it is not, we must 
allow, directed against the peculiar right of Israel to this name. 
He does not think that the name among heathen nations could 
be original and indigenous. He supposes that they only bor- 
rowed it from the Israelites, agreeably to that mixture of religions 
which was inherent Polytheism. ‘“‘ Nec sane video,” he says, 
“quidni tlli homines superstitiost Jehovah, Israelitarum deum, 
cujus potentiam sepe senserunt, cum suis nominibus conjun- 
gere et pari honore afficere potuerint. He appeals to Hiram’s 
language upon hearing of Solomon’s accession to the throne. 
“ Blessed be Jenovay this day, which hath given to David a 
wise son over this great people,’ 1 Kings v. 7. And yet this 
Hiram was an idolater, as appears from the account given by 
Josephus of his building temples to Hercules, Astarte, and other 
divinities. But unless Hiram had used this expression “ blessed 
be JEHovAH,” in reference to something that concerned himself, 
it would be nothing to the purpose. He regarded Jenovan only 
as exercising influence over the affairs of Israel. For the Phe- 
nicians he was not even one among many other divinities. And 
apart from this, it is one thing to acknowledge JEHOVAH'S power 
in some single arrangement or event, as Nebuchadnezzar and 
Cyrus did on certain occasions, and another to adopt his name as 
the name of an object of personal devotion, to whom the individual 
would dedicate himself and acknowledge him as the guide of his 
whole life. No one would place himself im this relation to a 
foreign god, and hence, in case the evidence should be found 
valid, it would be much more plausible to modify the assertion, 
that the name Jehovah was perhaps an epitheton of one of their 
domestic gods—still the question remains whether the priority of 
its use did not belong to Israel. But it would not be difficult to 
invalidate this proof. Hamaker appeals first to “A@édatos, the 
name of a Tyrian in Josephus, which appears to be identical 
with 7275", but then allows that it is more probably the same as 
"72 servilis obsequens, cum terminatione adjectiva Chaldaica, 
que scriptio certe nomen Gracum Α βδαιὸς accurate exprimit ; 
and the meaning, which is seen at once on writing it, is more 
probable, and is raised to certainty by the practical irregularity 
which the other would involve to so great a degree that nothing 
but the most cogent reasons, founded on the structure of the 
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language, would gain it admittance. Hamaker then appeals to the 
instance of Uriah the Hittite, the husband of Bathsheba. But 
that Uriah belonged to the people of the covenant is clearly deter- 
mined by 2 Sam. xi. 11. τ is a genuine Israelitish name. 
This is shown (not to mention various other circumstances) by 
the necessity of distinguishing this Uriah from other persons 
of the same name then living, by the appellation of the Hittite. 
Hamaker objects that his parents who give him the name, might 
not belong to the chosen people. But how can this be proved ? 
To argue that his father's name was unknown, because it is not 
mentioned, is indeed very weak. But supposing that Uriah’s par- 
ents were heathens, still it may be fairly asked whether he owed 
his name to them, or whether it was not most likely given him 
when he joinedthe chosen people? It was the universal custom 
of the East in ancient times, to give a new name, joined with their 
own, to those persons who either voluntarily, or by compulsion, 
adopted a new worship, and thus to dedicate them to the new 
divinity, as is sufficiently shown in the instance of Daniel and 
his companions. And that it was specially an Israelitish custom 
to dedicate those who turned to the God of Israel from among the 
heathen by a new name, is evident from the instance of Pharoah’s 
daughter, who at a time when the composita with ™™ were very 
rare, on joining the chosen people, received the name of Bithjah, 
ΡΞ, daughter of Jehovah, 1 Chron. iv. 18. If we compare this 
analogical instance and others to be mentioned in the sequel, it 
will appear probable from the connection of this name with JEHO- 
VAH, that Uriah first became a proselyte, and on that occasion 
received the new name. ‘The motive to assume a name thus com- 
pounded the relation of life to the true God expressed by the 
name, could not be felt so powerfully in the case of those who were 
brought up in this relation, as of those who entered into it by a 
voluntary act. From the high importance which we shall pre- 
sently point out, which generally in antiquity, and especially among 
the Jews, was attached to names, from the close connection in 
which they were placed with facts, it could not be expected that 
they would allow the old names to remain when the life was 
become new. ‘The name of Araunah the Jebusite (2 Sam. 
xxiv. 18) is next to be noticed, which need not detain us long. 
For, supposing that this name was really compounded with 
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mm, though some difficulty on this point arises from the various 
ways in which the name is written,* yet the remarks made in 
reference to Uriah are equally applicable here; for that the Je- 
busites were then incorporated with the chosen people, as it is 
universally admitted, needs no further proof. Hamaker makes 
another appeal to the Ammonite Tobiah. But that this Tobiah 
was a proselyte to Judaism is evident, not to mention that his 
son Johanan had a Jewish wife. Neh. vi. 18. That he had 
married his daughter to a distinguished Jew is evident from Neh. 
xii. 1-3, compared with ver. 4. All his hatred arose from the 
circumstance, that Nehemiah, in strict observance of the Mosaic 
law, which did not admit the Ammonites to the full enjoyment of 
the rights of citizenship before the tenth generation (Deut. xxii. 
3), would not acknowledge the respect readily paid to him by 
others who were influenced by personal considerations. This is 
very evident from ch. ii. 20, where Nehemiah, in opposition to the 
pretensions of Sanballat and 'Tobiah, declared that they had “* no 
portion nor right” in the privileges of the chosen people. PRI- 
DEAUX, indeed, considers Tobiah to be a heathen. But had he 
been so, would he have so earnestly desired to obtain a chamber 
in the temple? Neh. xii. 5, 7. This desire sprung from the 
same source as the assumption of the name Tobiah—from the w- 
timur in vetitum semper petimusque negata. ‘To obtain what 
was refused to his whole nation, to break through the mound of 
an inviolable law, was, for an ambitious character like Tobiah, an 
object for which he would strain every nerve, and to indulge a 
burning hatred against those who would repel him from it, when 
just within his grasp, was perfectly natural and unavoidable. 
Lastly, Hamaker makes use of the name of the city πρὸ ΣΡ Biz- 
jothjah, Josh. xv. 28, which occurs in the list of conquered cities 
that were assigned by Joshua to the tribe of Judah. But the in- 
terpretation of this name is doubtful. That given by Hamaker, 
liberationes, redemptiones Jehovae, is certainly objectionable, 
since it 1s contrary to the use of m= in Hebrew and Aramaic. 
HILLER’s interpretation, which has been adopted by GrsENtus, 





* 4258 Ornan, 1 Chron. xxi. 15-28; 2 Chron. iii. 1. tmx 2 Sam. xxiv. 18 (C’tib.) 
TN 2 Sam. xxiv. 18 (K’ri) 20, &c. mote 2 Sam. xxiv. 16 (C’tib).—77. 
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contemptus Jchovae, would express a polemical reference to the 
God of Israel, but is certainly not probable. And, according to 
the interpretation of Stmonis (Onomast. p. 526), spolia domint, 
t.e. locus deo adjuvante subjugatus ΤΙ spolium, preda, from 
a == ma the city, would here be called, after a frequent custom, 
by a new name, which it received when captured by the Israelites. 
In both cases, therefore, the names would furnish no evidence in 
favour of Hamaker’s assertion. It would still be a question 
whether the ending is to be considered as a contraction of mr, and 
particularly since =" is never, or very seldom, found in the names 
of cities. 

As to the fancies of those who pretend to find traces of the 
name JEHOVAH in China, THOLUCK’s refutation has already done 
them sufficient honour (p. 223); and the pretended oracle of Ap- 
pollo Clarius in Macrosivs, 1. 18, to which Von BOHLEN 80 con- 
fidently appeals anew, as proving that Dionysus and the Sun bore 
the name ’Idw, has been long ago proved to be the fabrication of a 
Gnostic Christian, who tried to smuggle the doctrines of his sect 
into the Egyptian system of religion—so that to appeal to it any 
longer, until some one has undertaken to refute the arguments of 
JABLONSKY (Pantheon, i., p. 250), which Von BouLEN has not 
attempted, is much the same as if one would prove the heathen 
origin of the name Jehovah from the znseriptio nuper in Cyre- 
nica reperta, in which it certainly appears. 

It now only remains to notice the similarity of the names 
JEHOVAH and Jove, to which DE WETTE (Beitr. ii. 183), Von 
Bouten (ul. p. 102), and Varker (Bibl. Theol. p. 673) have 
attached great importance. The two names, however near they 
seem to stand to one another, on closer inspection will be found 
far asunder. ‘The ὁ common to both vanishes, because, as we 
shall show afterwards, it belongs, not to sm, but to =x. On the 
other side, the yod common to both will be taken away. A com- 
munication between the Latin and the Hebrew can be effected only 
through the medium of the Greek. We must therefore, first of 
all, know the form in which Jovis (which in the ancient language 
is also found as a nominative, see GESNER T’hes., s. v., that Jupt- 
ter = Jovis pater is acknowlegded) appears in Greek. Without 
doubt Ζεύς Ads here corresponds to Jovis, as Zuyos passes into 
Jugum. (See the proofs in Dipymus, p. 82; Passov, Worterb., 
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s. v. Zeus, &c.) Even in Latin the form Jovis is of later date ; 
according to Varro, the ancient form was Diovis. So nothing 
remains in common but a solitary vaw, and whoever would 
prove by means of this the identity of the two names, in order to 
oppose that view of the origin and derivation of m7" which the Old 
Testament gives us, forsakes the ground of philosophical inquiry, 
and is not deserving of a confutation. We smile at those persons 
who, giving up the historically accredited etymology of the word 
Missa, and merely following a similarity of sound, derive it from 
the Hebrew 72%? altar, “222 opus or "2, oblatio voluntaria, ov 
Prone Peas Τὴ Dan. xi. 38, or from the Gre μὕησις, or with Bishop 
Albaspinaeus, from the pretended northern mess, a feast, an assem- 
bly. (See on this etymology, GrasEr, Die Rom. Kath. Liturgie, 
i. p. 1.) The derivation of JeHovan from Jovis is still more ridi- 
culous ; for the similarity of sound is less, and the connection 
between the people to whom the words belong far more distant. 
And were the similarity in sound ever so great, yet it must be con- 
sidered as entirely accidental, as long as no trace of JeHovan could 
be proved among the people who formed the connecting link be- 
tween the Romans and the Hebrews. VATKE (p. 684) has indeed 
tried to go further than the similarity of sound, and to settle the 
relation on a firmer basis. According to him, the use of the name 
JEHOVAH in Israel reaches beyond the Mosaic age (p. 677). [ 
was brought with them from the land of their progenitors on the 
other side the Euphrates. In Upper Asia, the worship of light, 
and, as it seems, without images, has been indigenous from ancient 
times. There the Hebrews had the name and acquired the asso- 
ciated idea. ‘This hypothesis is assailable on all sides. Light- 
worship exists only among the Persians ; that it was prevalent in 
the native country of the Hebrews, Mesopotamia, is a totally un- 
founded assumption. Neither there, nor in Babylon or As- 
syria, is there a trace of it, and as little of the name Jehovah. The 
origin of the Hebrews, from Mesopotamia, is testified by their 
name. ὙΠ "ay, or “2¥, denotes, not all the countries which lie 
between Palestine and the other side the Kuphrates, but specially 
the countries from the Euphrates to the nearest large river, the 
Tigris. Farther, the lght-worship, according to Vatke’s own 
principle of gradual and progressive religious development, can- 
not have been the original form of religion among the Persians 
QR 
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On this supposition, they must have passed through various stages 
of the crude worship of nature, before they attained to a know- 
ledge of this “natural identity.” Lastly, if the Jehovah of the 
Hebrews was originally personified light, how comes it to pass 
that the traces of light-worship among them have so completely 
vanished? The “light-god” meets us neither among the pious 
nor the impious party. The first show a clear knowledge of 
the perfect supernaturality of God; among the latter, we con- 
stantly find the worship of nature in its grossest forms. The 
supposition that the former by degrees raised themselves above 
it, and the latter sunk below it, could only be admissible, if po- 
sitive evidence could be adduced for the originality of light-wor- 
ship, for which at present we have only a gratuitous assertion. 
And on Vatke’s principles, a descent from a higher to a lower 
stage cannot be allowed. If this be generally admitted, the 
principal reason vanishes which Vatke draws against the origi- 
nality of the pure worship of JEHOVAH in Israel, from the con- 
tinued growth of the elements of natural religion among the people 
till later times. And on what is the justification founded for main- 
taining the whole untenable hypothesis? After all, on nothing 
more than a distant similarity of sound. Men who proceed in this 
manner must cease to ridicule the etymological combinations of the 
learned Hurt, or to make a parade of their philosophical preten- 
sions. 


Thus we have ascertained that the Heathen nations, in such 
memorials as were strictly their own, never pretended that the 
name JEHOVAH peculiarly belonged to them; and whenever they 
employ it, as narrated in the Old Testament, they do it in such 
a manner (which will be shown more fully afterwards) as to 
make its Israelitish derivation apparent. We have, therefore, 
gained the fullest justification for tracing it to a Hebrew etymo- 
logy. | 

But in entering on this discussion, the preliminary question 
arises—Is the present pronunciation of JEHovAH correct? Do 
the vowels affixed to it, in the Hebrew text, belong to 7¢, or to 
oom? 

It is antecedently improbable that the pronunciation of mm, as 
JEHOVAH, can be correct. It is historically certain, that the 
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Jews, from ancient times, held it to be a capital crime, grounded 
on Ley. xxiv. 16, to pronounce the name JEHOVAH; and that, 
in reading the Holy Scriptures, they use in its stead =x; not as 
J. D. MicHar is supposed, in his Translation of the Old Testa: 
ment, and STANGE, who followed him in Contributions to He- 
brew Grammar, p.107, though Michaelis afterwards, in the Mo- 
saisches Recht. ὃ 251, retracted his obviously false opinion, ac- 
cording to amore correct exposition of the passage referred to. As 
little also , as is commonly maintained (see WINER, 8. Ὁ. 273) from 
a false interpretation of =>:, as if it meant ¢o wéter, instead of, to 
curse ; the phrase 2¥T-P8 =F", followed by ΞΡ, Ley. xxiv. 11, con- 
tradicts this; “he uttered the name (rm), and then he cursed him ;” 
but generally 272 is not to curse; this is always 330, though 
it sometimes borrows its forms from 273 (see EWALD, Ὁ. 473). 
The preterite is never used in the sense of cursing; there 15 
only an approach to this meaning in the future, where generally 
verbs in 9» incline to those in =. The ground of the mistake is 
precisely this, that it has been overlooked how the clause ‘‘ he who 
utters the name [Jehovah ],” in ver. 16, is sufficiently limited by 
the context; partly by the reference to the case in question; partly 
by implication under the general assertion in ver. 15, ‘“‘ Whoso- 
ever curseth his God shall bear his sin.” “ And thou shalt speak 
unto the children of Israel, saying, whosoever curseth his God, 
shall bear his sin, (a phrase, in the first place, expressive of 
his ability to punishment in general ; more definitely, of capital 
punishment ; and, lastly, in the strictest sense of capital punish- 
ment, by stoning). And whoever uttereth the name of Jehovah (in 
the way denoted in the preceding verse, and as a transgressor of 
the law would do it), he shall surely be put to death ; all the con- 
gregation shall certainly stone him, as well the stranger as he 
that is born in the land; when he utters (in this way) the name, 
he shall be put to death.” According to this false construction, 
the meaning of the law has been generally understood to be as 
Puro explains it (De vita Mos. 1. iii. ; vol. iv. p. 227, ed. Richter). 
“Tf any one, I do not say, should blaspheme the Lord of men 
and gods, but should only utter his name unseasonably, let him 


suffer death,”* εὐ δέ τις οὐ λέγω βλασφημήσειεν εἰς τὸν av- 





τί eee pean |e saree Ξ vs 46 5 A es 5 
* What are we to say, when Von BouLen (Hiul. p. 103), unhesitatingly sets aside 
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θρώπων καὶ θεῶν κύριον, ἀλλὰ Kal τολμήσειεν ἀκαίρως ἀυτοῦ 
φθέγξασθαι τὸ ὄνομα, θάνατον ὑπομεινάτω τὴν δίκην. Tn the 
same book, ῬΉΠΙΠΟ describes this name as one, “ which only those 
who have ears and tongues purified by wisdom, have a right to 
hear and to utter in holy places; but no one besides elsewhere,’ 
ὃ μόνοις τοῖς ὦτα Kal γλῶτταν σοφίᾳ κεκαθαρμένοις θέμις 
ἀκούειν καὶ λέγειν ἐν ἁγίοις, ἄλλῳ δ᾽ οὐδενὶ τὸ παράπαν οὐδα-. 
μοῦ. Josephus says (Antiq. ii. 13, 4 ), ὁ θεὸς αὐτῷ σημαίνει 
τὴν ἑαυτοῦ Tpoonyopiay . . . . περὶ ἧς οὐ μοὶ θέμις εἰ 
πεῖν. ‘‘ God announced to him his own name, concerning which 
it is not lawful for me to speak.” The LXX. have substituted 
κύριος for mn, and throughout the Apocrypha and the New Tes- 
tament JEHOVAH never occurs (compare the passages in the 'Tal- 
mud relating to it in Buxtorrs Lex. Chald. 5. v. sm, and in 
Dipymus, p. 27). As it is certain that the name JEHOVAH was 
not uttered, so likewise the points affixed to mr could not belong 
to this word. For the points serve solely for utterance, and there 
is no word to which points are affixed, which is neither to be read 
nor uttered; where a K’thib and Q’ri exist, the vowels, without 
exception, belong to the latter. Hence Dipymus very justly re- 
marks (p. 31), Propero ad id quod consequitur, nempe a punc- 
tis non modo non indicari legendum esse Jehovah, sed argu- 
mentum contra exhiberi, unde colligamus, alium quemvis potius 
Suisse egus nominis sonum. 

Yet there have been several critics, who, from a misplaced pre- 
dilection for what has been onee established, have ventured to 
defend the pronunciation JEHOVAH, as the original mode; among 
these are FULLER, GATAKER, and LEUSDEN (whose dissertations 
are reprinted in the Decas exercitationum philol. de pronuncia- 
tione nominis Jehovah, c. praf. Relandi, Utrecht, 1707). But 
their arguments are mostly of a kind which do not deserve to be 
quoted. Even some that are at first sight plausible, taken from 
the *" in proper names which are compounded with mm, on a 
nearer inspection, become direetly the reverse. This has been 
pointed out by ScurED (ad Ps. i. p. 56), DipyMmus (p. 45), and 





the historically ascertained dread of pronouncing the holy name, and substitutes, as a 
probable reason, that they were afraid lest hostile priests should banish the divinities 
away! But the day is gone by for such arbitrary criticism. 
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lately by Hirzic (on /saiah), and Ewatp (his Smadler Gram- 
mar, 2 ed. § 348.) On the other hand, the principal arguments 
of those who oppose the pronunciation JEHOVAH (Drusius, Ca- 
PELL, BuxtorF, (in RELAND), and DipyMus) appear incontro- 
vertible. We cannot express them better than in the words of 
Reland, in the preface to the Collection of Dissertations above-men- 
tioned. 1. Quia sti puncta illa essent propria nominis Jehovah 
semper ita et adhaererent ; atqui quando coneurrit cum Ado- 
nat (ne bis legatur adonat, adonat) habet puncta nominis Llo- 
him, et legitur Jehovi. 2. Quia pracfixa ssn non praefiguntur 
nomint mmx uti nonimibus Jehuda, Jehoschua et aliis solent, per 
chirtk, sed plane tanquam si prefigerentur nomini "28 atque 
ita ao accipiunt Patach et » Zere. 3. quia litterae ress 
post nomen mr Dages lene recipiunt, quod recipere nequeunt, 
siquidem wrx Jehovah, quod in litteram quiescentem desinit, 
olim lectum fuerit. To these reasons must be added, that the 
name, if pronounced JEHOVAH, admits of no legitimate derivation, 
so that we shall have a mere sound without any included meaning, 
while yet, as soon as mr is allowed to be an original Israelitish 
name of God, it is certain that the word must have a Hebrew 
etymology. For aname of God as ὦ primitive is, as we shall 
afterwards show, unsupported by any analogy in Hebrew, and ab- 
solutely inconceivable. Then, lastly, we shall adduce the reasons 
to prove that the only correct pronunciation is JAHVEH. 

Therefore, if the false vowels are set aside, which form the basis 
of the current pronunciation,* it now remains to determine the 
correct vowels, by which the word should be expressed, and origi- 
nally was really expressed, before that Jewish superstition took its 
rise, in the times succeeding the return from the captivity. 





* We would nevertheless retain this pronunciation for commonuse. The name JzE- 
HOVAH has been naturalised and taken its place in our religious vocabulary. JAHVEH, 
although literally more correct, is practically less suitable, since, as matters now stand, 
in its departure from ecclesiastical usage, it would favour the idea of an Israelitish na- 
tional God. We cannot avoid an unpleasant feeling in reading Ewald’s version of the 
Psalms to notice the invariable recurrence of Jahveh. Even classical philologists 
would in such a case have a more compliant conscience! On the same principle, no 
astronomer should talk of the rising and setting of the sun. But write JAHVEH as 
often as we please, JEHOVAH will retain its place in popular usage. We should there- 
fore act more wisely to write JEHOVAH, and satisfy ourselves with explaining the pre- 
cise matter of fact. 
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Several writers, and lately HaRTMANN (p. 149), who decides 
for the pronunciation Jao, have believed that implicit credit must 
be given to the notices which occur in the heathen and Christian 
writers of antiquity on this subject. D1oporus and PLurarca, 
HARTMANN thinks, have faithfully preserved the name; ORIGEN 
and JEROME have also here drawn from the credible sources of 
their Jewish teachers. Let us, first of all, present in one view the 
notices in question. Besides the ᾿Ιευώ of PorpHyry, we find 
among the ancient writers the readings Iaod, "Iaové, ᾿Ιαβέ, and 
‘Ia. But of these the first Iaov is probably to be struck out. 
It occurs, indeed, in CLEMENS ALEX., (Stromata y. p. 666. 
Oxon., vol. iii. p. 26, ed. Klotz), in the text ; butin a catena on the 
Pentateuch in a Turin manuscript, as Dipymus has noticed, the 
following sentence is found with the name of Clement affixed : καὶ 
TO τετράγραμμον ὄνομα TO μυστικὸν, ὃ περιέκειτο οἷς μόνοις TO 
ἄδυτον βάσιμον ἦν, λέγεται ἰὰ οὐὲ, ὃ μεθερμηνεύεται ὁ ὧν καὶ 
ὁ ἐσόμενος. Thee probably was put out, because it seemed strange 
that a name distinguished as tetpaypappov should have five let- 
ters. The IaBé, according to THEODORET on Exod. vi: (t. i. p. 
133, ed. Hal.), belongs to the Samaritans ; καλοῦσι δὲ αὐτὸ Ya- 
μαρεῖται μὲν ᾿Ιαβὲ, ‘Iovdator δὲ ᾿Αϊά, which latter form is mani- 
festly not for sr, but for mmx, Exod. iii. 14, which, perhaps, 
was uttered by a Jew in answer to the question of THEODORET re- 
specting the pronunciation of rm, as he dared not to pronounce 
the exact word. The reading “Id, which is found in the Augs- 
burg Codex, collated by ScuuLzeE, and in the first Greek edi- 
tion, edited by Picus, is to be rejected as a mere arbitrary attempt 
to bring the word somewhat nearer tm, especially-since the same 
form also occurs in the catena on the Pentateuch just mentioned, 
and since, after the explicit statement of THEODORET, that the Jews 
dared not to utter the name (τοῦτο de map Εβραίοις ἄφραστον 
ὀνομάζεται" ἀπείρηται yap αὐτοῖς τοῦτο διὰ τῆς γλώττης προφέ- 
ρειν), we must be prepared to obtain from the Jews not the pro- 
nunciation of the name of JEHovAH, but only that of a substitute 
for it. ‘To this must be addded, that THEODORET, from his igno- 
rance of Hebrew, evidently confounded mx with mm (after the 
words, ἔφη yap πρὸς αὐτὸν ; ἐγώ εἰμι ὁ dv, he adds without-he- 
sitation, τοῦτο δὲ map Ε βραίοις αφραστον, &c.), and hence could 
not rightly frame the question. The reading Jae occurs in Epi- 
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PHANIUS, t.i. Ὁ. 296. Lastly, [ἀῶ is found in Dioporvs Sic., 
t.1. p. 105, ed. Wess ; PLurarcu, Symp., l.4, prob.5; Origen in 
Dan., t. i. p. 45, ed. Huetii ; Treneus on the Abraxas gems, &c.* 

We can scarcely imagine how any importance can be attributed 
to these notices as far as regards the pronunciation of mm by the 
Jews. ‘Their differences (the pronunciation evidently varies in ab- 
solute uncertainty as to the consonants sm) make them suspi- 
cious, and the fact that they collectively belong to an age in which 
it had long been the national opinion that to pronounce the name was 
a capital offence—when, therefore, among the Jews themselves the 
true pronunciation had long ago been lost, so that a solution of 
the mystery could not be dreamt of—deprives them of all autho- 
rity. Indeed, the very persons (some of them at least) who com- 
municate the pronunciation, preface it with saying that the name 
among the Jews was ἄφραστον, unspoken. 

Keeping these two things in mind, as to the main question, the 
manner in which STANGE (p. 114) accounts for the existence 
of these various forms, will appear very deserving of attention. 
“ Everywhere the name JEHOVAH is met with as an inscription. 
Let us take, for example, the ornament on the forehead of the 
high priest mr5ep. A Greek or Roman would naturally ask, 
what do these characters mean? An Israelite must then answer, 
the first letter is an 7, the second an a or e, for = can express 
either, the third is an 0, and the fourth an a or e. Hence, if the 
letters are taken matertaliter, a word is formed Iawa, or Tewe, or 
Teve, since cholem is sometimes expressed by wpsilon.” So far 
these various forms tell us nothing to the purpose about the pro- 
nunciation of mm. They are mere transcripts of Hebrew conson- 
ants. ‘This view is supported by an expression of Jerome's on Ps. 
vul., “ Prius nomen domini apud Hebreos quatuor litterarum est, 
jod, he, vau, he, guod praprie dei vocabulum sonat et legi potest 
Jano, et Hebrai ἄῤῥητον, ἱ. ὁ., ineffabile opinantur. We see 
here very plainly what ground Harrmann had for asserting that 
JEROME had drawn here from the unquestionable sources of his 
Jewish teachers. The /eyi potest and the et Hebraci opinantur 





* Von BouuEn, indeed (Gen. p. 102 Eiul.) thinks that the Abraxas gems give by 
their sanctity a sure guarantee for the pronunciation Ἰαῶ! But of what avail is sanc- 
tity on a point respecting which ignorance is historically verified ? 
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show that JEROME possessed no aids for the pronunciation besides 
the consonants, and in reference to them was left to himself. 

The case is somewhat different with the pretended Samaritan 
pronunciation which THEODORET communicates. It may be 
thought that among them the correct pronunciation was retained. 
Before the period when the superstitious dread of uttering the 
name mm prevailed among the Jews, the Israelitish priests whom 
they had sent for from their exile to teach them “ how they should 
fear JEHOVAH’ T"ns ONY PS, 2 Kings xvii. 28, and even Manas- 
seh, formerly a priest at Jerusalem, and of the high priest's family, 
might have taught the right pronunciation. Yet there is one rea- 
son which makes it very improbable that they had retained this 
pronunciation among them to the time of Theodoret. Among 
the later Samaritans we find the same dread of uttermg the name 
mm as among the Jews. They regularly substitute for mm, sow 
or nun (the name.) See RELAND de Samaritanis in his Dissertatt. 
ii. p. 22. ΤῈ Sacy's Memoir, &c. If, further, we take into ac- 
count the greatedependence we have remarked of the Samaritan 
theology throughout on the Jewish, especially on the Jewish of 
Alexandria—the zealous striving of the Samaritans to avoid every- 
thing which could serve their opponents as evidence of their not 
sharing in the privileges of the chosen people—it must appear ex- 
ceedingly probable, even if we had no historical information on 
the subject,* that the superstitious avoidance of pronouncing the 
name Jehovah was not first practised in later times, but became 
current among them about the same time when the false exposi- 
tion of Levit. xxiv. 16 was no longer among the Jews, what it ori- 
ginally was, the peculiarity of individual teachers, but ranked 
among the national customs. 

Having thus disposed of the false external grounds of deter- 
mining the pronunciation of mr, let us, without previously look- 





* In the Chron. Samaritanum 6. 2 (compare RELAND p. 31) Moses receives from 
God a command to consecrate Joshua, and among other things to impart to him the 
name “ per quod profligarentur exercitus et gentes innumere.” Hence it follows not 
only that the Samaritans at that time held the name JEHovAH to be ἄῤῥητον, but also 
that they thought it had always been so. This passage refutes the unfounded hypo- 
thesis of Bruns (iiber die Samar. in Staupuin’s Beitr.i. p. 89), that they were afraid 
to pronounce the name only in common life, but in publie reading or singing on the 
Sabbath would express it without scruple. Had this been the case, the name could not 
have been thought so great a mystery. 
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ing round for other external authorities, fix our attonan on the 
word itself, and we shall find that the pronunciation 72 or T™7, 
is one (and the only one) which gives a correct grammatical τ 
rivation, and at the same time a most apposite meaning. 

The form would be the regularly formed future in kal of the 
verb ΤΣ — 7%, to be. That we may advance with greater secu- 
rity, we must here first justify the assumption of such a verb as 
mn; especially since EwaLp (Compos. p. 10), proposes the ques- 
tion, how can the existence of a verb mn be proved ? and for 
our object it 1s not sufficient to point out that he himself after- 
wards, in his Smaller Grammar (2d ed. § 292), tacitly withdrew 
this question, acknowledged that ™n was the original form, and 
admitted the derivation of "272 for punctuating mm. 

Now, admitting that no trace remains of the form ™*, except- 
ing mm, there would still be no difficulty in assuming that it ex- 
isted in the ancient language. For such a later transition of ‘into 
, has a multitude of other analogical instances in its favour, and 
shows itself to be founded in the historical progress of the lan- 
euage. “J,” Ewald remarks (Smaller Grammar, Nicholson’s 
translation, p. 31, § 88) “15 somewhat firmer and harder than V, 
so that in many formations in which a consonant must necessarily 
always appear, V has been supplanted by J” (compare § 228 and 
his Larger Grammar, p. 390). An example, as analogous as 
possible, we find in the Pentateuch in the proper name Eve, 74, 
life (LXX. Καὶ ἐκάλεσεν ᾿Αδὰμ τὸ ὄνομα τῆς γυναικὸς αὐτοῦ 
Zon, ὅτι αὕτη μήτηρ πάντων τῶν ζώντων). Of the ἢ in the 
root, we nowhere else find any trace, and that it had, even in 
Moses’ time, disappeared, is shown by the explanation that fol- 
lows. Yet no one has made the enquiry, whence can the exis- 
tence of a verb ™5 be proved? Further, if the Hebrew should 
fail us, yet the original existence of a root nm is rendered highly 
probable from the fact that both the Aramaic dialects have only 
the form with *. But the root >, though become obsolete, has 
left behind evident traces of itself in the Hebrew. Of the verb 
itself, only the imperative occurs in some passages, and this only 
in poetry, which prefers the older and antiquated forms, namely, 
in Gen. xxvil. 29, a passage which plainly, like all benedictions, 
wears a poetic character: ‘“ Be ™% lord over thy brethren.” Job, 
xxxvul. 6, “ For to the snow he saith, V8,” not as SCHULTEUS 
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and others translate it, esto in terra, or as GESENIUS, rue tn ter- 
ram, but ‘ be earth,” inasmuch as all is earth which is on the 
earth. On this passage SCHULTEUS has observed, “ praebet ven- 
erandum vestigium antiquitatis quo discimus sm et ™m aeque 
extitisse ac 7 ;” lastly, the imperative feminine “7 occurs in Is. 

xvi. 4. As to tke future 8" in Eccles. xi. 3* (as well as the 
proper name 8", Jehu, which is to be regarded as a future), we 
do not consider it as belonging to this place, since the strong 
Aramaic character of the form, and the book in which it occurs, 
suggest that it was borrowed from the Syrians. Certainly it 15 
not by mere accident that only the imperative is retained in this 
ancient form. It is retained exactly where the pronunciation is 
naturally most rapid, where the utmost brevity and mobility are 
wanted; here the weak and half-dissolving ἢ 15 still at its post. Two 
derivative nouns are found in biblical Hebrew, ™ and ™7. The 
derivation of either from "in the sense of to be cannot bi mis- 
taken. ™ denoted originally any event, and was afterwards limited 
to an evil event, a misfortune; "7 passed through the same pro- 
cess, but went a stage farther, and, from meaning misfortune, an 
evil suffered, is deduced the meaning, the evil that man inflicts, 
(MicHAELIs on Micah vi. 8, mn aeque atque bs» proprie aerum- 
nam, metonymice vero nequitiam s. aerumnam activam aliisque 
inferendam significat). But 7 is not very remote in its meaning 
from the root mn. For the meaning desiderium, cupiditas, which, 
following the example of Schulteus, is taken from the Arabic, 
(see WINER and GESENIUS, 1168. p. 379), and attempted to be 
supported by Prov. x. 3, and Micah vu. 3, is by no means certain. 
The former passage P77 >°722"71 is to be translated, “and he 
overturneth the wickedness of the 1 impious 5 ; for, in the Proverbs, 
ma frequently occurs, and always in the sense of pain, wicked- 
ness ; and in Micah the meaning des?re is not suitable. The fol- 

lowing word 7°22" is not in favour of it. Moreover, it is to be 
observed, that both ™" and ™ only occur in poetry, which is a 
proof how much the theme had fallen into desuetude in the later 
period of the languages. It is to be added, that, in the two pas- 





* RELAND (Diss. ii. p.31), thinks that the anomalous form proceeded from an en# 
deayour to avoid coming in contact with the name "7"; and for this supposition cer- 
tainly many analogies may be adduced. 
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sages, Job vi. 2, and xxx. 13, the original reading, the K’thibh 
has "30, for which the marginal reading the “7 is arbitrarily sub- 
stituted, so that, even in poetry, there was a tendency to supplant 
the ancient form. It is also evident, that, in determining the 
meaning of mn, we must not have recourse to the Arabic, but ad- 
here to the root sm in the sense of ¢o be; otherwise we must also 
give to mn the sense of voluit, desideravit, cupvit.* 

But here we must, for a little while, interrupt the course of our 
enquiry, in order to introduce a remark which may be of import- 
ance to us afterwards, and is closely connected with the investiga- 
tion of the root m=. We have already seen that HARTMANN does 
not allow the name JEHOVAH to be in use before the times of Solo- 
mon ; others, less extravagant, as EwaLp and WINER, believe that 
it must at least be admitted, that the name was first introduced by 
Moses. ‘The assumption that ons is the earlier and mm the later 
Divine name, may be considered as almost universal. We feel 
ourselves justified, on philological grounds alone, in decidedly 
contradicting this view. We have shown that the root mmr, even 
in the Pentateuch, appears to have become obselete. With the 
exception of the single passage which has been noticed, it is not 
to be found in Genesis. Of a future sm there is no trace. In 
the explanation of mn in Exodus iii., no notice is taken of =n, 
but +75 is used, exactly as mm in the explanation of ™. Unless 
persons pronounce (which few will venture to do) the Pentateuch, 
in all its parts, to be spurious, so that no inference can be drawn 
from it respecting the state of the language in the time of Moses, 
they will be forced to carry back the formation and introduction 
of the name beyond the Mosaic age, from which another impor- 
tant consequence will follow, that the idea of the Israelitish na- 
tional God cannot be the fundamental idea. rn here also pre- 
sents an analogy. That remarks, like those of ScHuMANN, =n 
vocabulum, ut primaemulieri nomen imponeret, non male excogt- 
tuvit (') scriptor—are false, is proved by the name itself, since, as 








* All the facts here mentioned Von BoHLen has passed over, when he urges against 
the derivation of the name mm, as it appears in Exodus, that 4 is thereby, as in the 
etymology of Eva (he has not noticed that this name is written mm), taken from the 
Dialects (p. 103). Here, as in many other cases, GESENIUs appears far more unpre- 


judiced, who in his Thesaurus ii. p. 370, acknowledges sm as decidedly the older He- 
brew form. 
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already noticed, not the slightest trace of thes in the root appears 
in the Pentateuch, or in all the other books of the Old Testament. 

We now resume our enquiry. Let it be settled that mm is the 
future of the verb ™>, ¢o be, it must be also admitted to mean 
fle who is to be (for ever). The future has very often the 
meaning of continuance “ for what continues,’ (says Ewan, 
Smaller Grammar, ὃ 264), “is not finished, is always being, 
again done to an indefinite period.” (NicHoxson’s Trans. p. 
138). And this meaning is predominant in the numerous proper 
names formed from the third person future. This peculiarity has 
been noticed by SCHEID, on Ps, 1. 57. Jam vero simul tenere lice- 
bit, nomina ex futuro formata etiam ipsa per se gam continui: 
tatem durationem firmamque quandam consistentiam indicare, 
uti egregie in nonnullis demonstratum dedit Simonis, Arcan. 
formarum, Onom. p. 308, sqq. The name Jacos, for example, de- 
notes, not a person who has overreached once, but the overreacher, 
Gen. xxvii. 86. Thename ISRAEL denotes, not an individual who 
has once contended with God, but the God-contender, whose habi- 
tual spiritual character it is to contend with God, and to overcome. 
Gen. xxxv. 10, compared with xxxii. 29. Thus Jasin, the in- 
telligent one; JIBSAM, the lovely one; Jatr, the enlightener ; 
Jaziz, the resplendent one, &c. v. StMONTS, 8. 419. Ewatp, 
Larger Grammar, p. 267. Smaller Grammar, 837. VATRKE, in- 
deed, will not acknowledge these analogies. He remarks (p. 
671), ‘We cannot conceive why the Aoirst, or a nominal form, 
formed from it, could be chosen; we may suppose this, when a 
single peculiarity or a characteristic act is employed for designat- 
ing an individual, as in the name /acod, but not when an uncon- 
ditioned quality, remaining constantly the same, in accordance 
with its own destiny, and therefore an essentially distinct thought 
is to be expressed.” But we do not see why, even in the latter 
case, the future should be unsuitable. In proportion as a quality 
is grounded in the essential Being, will its action reach beyond 
the present and the past; it is continually becoming afresh, so 
that we must rather say, that in no other name does the future so 
stand in its full truth and propriety, as in the name JEHOvAH. It 
is also incorrect that the future, in other proper names, marks 
merely a single act, or a single unessential peculiarity. A single 
act it never marks ; this would be exactly opposed to the mean- 
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ing of the future ; and the single peculiarity on which it depends 
must be in the view of those who assigned the proper name, al- 
ways the most essential, that which would be the least subject to 
alteration. ‘The view taken by the ancient Orientals, and by the 
Scriptures, of the nature of proper names, requires this to be ad- 
mitted. Its object is, as we shall more fully show afterwards, to 
fix externally the leading characteristic of the person. Who ever, 
for example, assigned Jabin’s name, wished and hoped that the 
understanding of the individual so named should be “a quality 
unconditioned, remaining constantly the same, in accordance with 
its own destiny,’ something in him that was constantly renewing 
youth, and never dying. 

But this derivation of the name JEHOVAH, besides its intrinsic 
necessity, is confirmed by all the passages of Scripture in which a de- 
rivation of the name is either expressly given or simply hinted. We 
will give these passages in an ascending series, that is, beginning 
with the Apocalypse and ending with the Pentateuch, since it has 
been attempted, from the passages in the Apocalypse, to extract a 
different meaning. 

1. In the Apocalypse, God is frequently designated as ὁ ὧν καὶ 
ὁ ἣν καὶ ὁ ἐρχόμενος, and all expositors agree that these words 
form a paraphrastic interpretation of mr. Several, VITRINGA at 
their head, maintain that the above-mentioned derivation of 7° 
forms the basis of this interpretation; others, on the contrary, 
Grotius, and, last of all, EWALp, maintain that the author, like 
the later Jews, considered the word to be compounded of the 
future, the participle, or the preterite, ™7 mm mm, Against this 
latter view, and in favour of the former, we offer the following 
reasons. 1. If we keep in view the whole method of interpret- 
ing the author of the Apocalypse, it is antecedently improbable 
that he would here indulge in so arbitrary an etymological allu- 
sion. ‘This would only in reason be maintained, if no other 
more natural explanation offered itself. But who could here 
maintain it, since 7, according to the explanation given above, 
though formally the future, yet practically unites all tenses in 
itself. 2. The supposition that the author of the Apocalypse fol- 
lowed this interpretation rests upon the assumption that the pro- 
nunciation of m=" as JEHOVAH 15 correct. For otherwise the par- 
ticiple would not be marked in any characteristic manner, and 
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we cannot conceive how any one could hit upon such an inter- 
pretation. But we have already shown that this assumption 1s 
unfounded. If any thing is certain, it is that the vowels of "™ 
belong not to it, but to πὶ, 8. The authority of the later Jews, 
which is appealed to, would in itself furnish no evidence. Why 
should the author of the Apocalypse be mistaken because they 
were so? It was certainly more likely that he should adopt the 
version of the LXX., who translate mm by ὁ ὧν, which PxiLo 
admirably explains: ὁ θεος μόνος ἐν τῷ εἶναι ἐφέστηκεν, οὗ 
χάριν ἀναγκαίως ἐρεῖ περὶ αὑτοῦ" ἐγώ εἰμί ὁ ὧν, ὡς τῶν μετ᾽ αὐ- 
τὸν οὐκ ὄντων κατὰ τὸ εἶναι, δόξῃ δὲ μόνον ὑφεστάναι νομιζο- 
μένων (Quod det. pot. insid. p. 184). Moreover, little is to be 
gained here from the authority of the later Jews. In WETSTEIN, 
to whom Ewald so confidently appeals, there is not one passage 
in which this threefold partition of the name JEHOVAH is ex- 
pressed. All the passages only affirm that the name JEHOVAH 
alike comprehends the past, present, and future. For instance, 
the Tarcum of JonaTHAN on Deut. xxxi. 39, ἴσο ille qui 
est et qut fuit et qui erit. 'Tarcum of JERUSALEM on Exod. 
111. 14, qua fuit est et erit dixit mundo. That this exposition 
proceeded from the threefold partition of ™™ is a mere hypothesis 
first propounded by Jerome. ZANcut det divin. atiribitus 1.1. ¢. 
13. And that this hypothesis is false,* that the Jews simply 
proceeded on the above explanation of ™™ as a future of du- 
ration may be proved by express testimonies. In one passage 
in Shemoth Rabbah, quoted by Danz and Dipymus, p. 54, 
ΤΣ NAN wo" AT a ome ome end ΩΝ pwd map ox cms pit cas 

piase muby mm stns 2. sad 
the words, “1 am the past, and present, and future,’ relate not 
to mm but to nx, in which it is impossible to find any lingual 
indication of the three tenses, and show that the meaning imposed 
on them was quite foreign to the Jews; and that the threefold 
repetition of ss was only intended to point to the riches con- 
tained in the nx alone, supposing that it is considered only as a 
future of duration, is shown by a remark of R. Bechai, (ed. Venet. 





* When the Greeks, according to Pausanias, said of their Zeus, Ζεὺς ἦν, Ζεὺς ἐστι, 
Ζεὺς ἔσσεται, does any one suppose, that in their opinion the name Zeus contained the 


three tenses ? 
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1544, f. 70, Dipymus, p. 55), who, after he had made a sim’ 
lar remark in reference to the threefold repetition of srs, adds, 
that the same meaning was contained also in the srs alone, 
bras toed ὙΠ ΠῚ sit part Sbnp pene mb sp bbe: mar mv dbo iad mins pet 

eaywd yo pa bbisa ὙΠΟ 15. 88: 55 5Ὶ min os 
The author takes s*7s three times in the sense J am, but since God 
thereby predicates absolute being of himself, he at the same time 
adds the three forms in which this being manifests itself; and the 
threefold repetition of mms serves to indicate this comprehensive 
meaning.* 4. That the author of the Apocalypse did not imagine 
that in mm the three tenses were lingually united, is plain from 
his contenting himself in some passages with merely 6 ὧν καὶ ὁ 
ἣν, and leaving out ὁ ἐρχόμενος, as we shall afterwards see, since 
in these passages only the unfolding of his absolute being (ex- 
pressed by the name sm) in the present and past was the object 
of contemplation. Thus, in ch. xi. 17, where ὁ ἐρχόμενος is ex- 
pressed by the Vulgate, but has a manifest preponderance of critical 
authorities against it; and ch. xvi. 5, where all the critical autho- 
rities unite in omitting it. It is also to be observed, that ὁ ἐρχό- 
μένος never, as we might otherwise expect, according to this ex- 
planation, stands first, and that ὁ ὧν καὶ ὁ ἣν alternates with ὁ ἦν 
Kat o ὧν in ch. iv. 8. 

If we wish to penetrate still further into the meaning which 
John attached to sm, we must enquire in what sense he used ὁ 
ἐρχόμενος. Indeed, if it were correct, what expositors almost with- 
out exception maintain (compare among the moderns KwaLp on 
Rev. i. 4, and Waut, Claris) that ἐρχόμενος stands simply for 
ἐσόμενος, we should not be advanced a step further. But it can 
scarcely be supposed that so superficial an assertion can meet with 
general acceptance. That ὁ ἐρχόμενος is used in its common 
meaning 15 shown, 1. By the context of the passages in which it 
first occurs, 1. 4, 8. God hath given to John to shew unto his 
servants “‘ things which must shortly come to pass,” ἃ δεῖ γενέσ- 





* Others appeal to Lib. Jezirah, p. 50; Rittang. But the passage referred to is not 
from the book Jezirah, but from the commentary of the later writer, Moses Borrit 5 
and even there it is not said that the name comprises in itself the three tenses, but it 

s said only of God, ipse est, fuit et erit; and the succession of the three tenses, ih TT 

min, shows that the author did not think of maintaining the composition of the names 
from the three tenses, which lately has found an advocate in Von Meyer. (Blatter 
X1., p. 308.) 


R 
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θαι ἐν τάχει, ver. 1; “the time is at hand,” ver. 8; now after 
the coming things ta ἐρχόμενα were announced as at hand, fol- 
lows the wish of grace and peace from the ἐρχόμενος, in and with 
whose coming the ἐρχόμενα come. In ver. 8, 6 ἐρχομενος plainly 
refers to the ἰδοὺ ἔρχεται μετὰ τῶν νεφελῶν in ver. 7. That God 
is He who is to come, as well as the Present and the Past, is the 
foundation of his announced coming. If it belonged not to God's 
nature to be ὁ epyopuevos, the ἔρχεται would be a mere fancy. 
2. That God comes, and that on that account his servants must 
wait for him in faithful obedience to his commands, in patience, 
in stedfastness, in hope, is the leading theme of the Apocalypse. 
Notice for instance ch. ii. 5, 16, é δὲ μὴ, ἔρχομαί σοι ταχύ; ver. 
25, But that which ye have, hold fast, ἄχρις οὗ ἂν ἥξω ; 111. 8, 
ἥξω ἐπί σε ὡς κλέπτης, καὶ οὐ μὴ γνῷς, πόιαν ὥραν ἥξω er ce ; 
ver. 11, ἔρχομαι ταχύ, κράτει. κ. T.r.; xvi. 15, od ἔρχομαί 
ὡς κλέπτης ; XXii. 7, 12, ἰδοὺ ἔρχομαι ταχύ; ver. 17, καὶ τὸ 
πνεῦμα καὶ ἡ νύμφη λέγουσιν, ἔρχου! καὶ ὁ ἀκούων εἰπάτω, ἔρχου! 
ver. 20, λέγει ὁ μαρτυρῶν ταῦτα, ναὶ ἔρχομαι ταχύ' ἀμὴν ἔρχοῦ 
κύριε Ἰησοῦ! Who can fail to perceive that the appellation in 
question refers to this leading theme? 3. That the appellation ὁ 
ἐρχόμενος is founded on Malachi iii. 1, the principal passage that 
refers to the coming of the Lord in the Old Testament, is extremely 
probable, from the pervading reference of the remaining passages 
of the New Testament, where the coming of the Lord is spoken 
of, to this passage, and it is still more expressly confirmed by the 
passage in ch. vi. 17, ὅτε ἦλθεν ἡ ἡμέρα ἡ μεγάλη τῆς ὀργῆς 
αὐτοῦ, και τίς δύναται σταθῆναι, where the reference to Malachi 
is quite undeniable. 4. Only on the supposition that ὁ ἐρχό- 
μενος retains its ordinary meaning can we account for its omis- 
sion in one of the passages we have quoted. The name 6 épyo- 
μενος = ὁ ἐσόμενος can never cease; the name ὁ epyouevos in 
the sense of the Coming One, on the contrary, must be lost in the 
names o ny and o wy, when he who was to come, has come, when 
the future of the kingdom of God is converted into the present. 
Just at the point where this great consummation takes place, ὁ ép- 
χόμενος is omitted in the Apocalypse, ch. xi. 17. εὐχαριστοῦμέν 
σοι, κύριε ὁ θεὸς ὁ παντοκράτωρ, ὁ ὧν καὶ ὁ ἣν, ὅτι εἴληφας τὴν 
δύναμίν σου τὴν μεγάλην καὶ ἐβάσίλευσας. VITRINGA remarks 
on this passage :—‘‘ Dicere volunt constare nunc tmplementum 
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ellis vaticinits, quae ferunt, deum aliquando glortose et eum 
omni demonstratione suae majestatis tn gratia esse regnatu- 
rum—hoc est illud regnum, cujus adventum Christus Jesus 
nos sperare et a deo prece expetere docuit, illo quidem tempore, 
cocptum, sed hae periodo consummandum.” WwaLtp— Ab hoe 
tnde temporis momento regnum inchoatur divinum perpetuo 
idem, quod quomodo fiat deinceps explicabitur. Hee igitur 
sententia omnes visiones ad finem usque xxii. 5, complectitur.” 
In ch. xvi. 5, he who had been ἐρχόμενος receives a tribute of 
blessing because in reference to a part of his destiny (the punish- 
ment of false teaching) he had become present. Indeed it is to be 
considered that the 6 ἐρχόμενος, appears not only in the introduc- 
tion, but in the first Theophany, the scene where the prophet first 
beheld, like Isaiah (ch. vi.), the glory of God; iv. 8, ἅγιος, ἅγιος, 
ἅνιος, κύριος ὁ θεὸς ὁπαντοκράτωρ, ὁ ὧν Kal ὁ ἣν καὶ ὁ ἐρχόμενος. 
Then follows a delineation of individual objects by which the ὁ 
ἐρχόμενος proves himself to be such, until at last he is perfectly 
come, and faith and hope are merged in sight. 

If the meaning of ὁ ἐρχόμενος is settled, the question still re- 
mains, with what right and on what grounds the author substitutes 
ὁ epxopevos for ὁ ἐσομενος. We can only hint at the answer here, 
in order not to anticipate the later development. The idea of 
mim is to the author thoroughly practical, essentially different from 
that which the heathen (as Pausanias states) attribute to their 
Zeus: Ζεὺς ἣν, Ζεὺς ἐστι, Ζεὺς ἔσσεται. It is an eternity not of 
rest, but of power, which is attributed to God by the term m™. 
That he was and és relates to him not as enclosed in heaven, but to 
the practical manifestation of his being in the past and the present. 
And since he here makes his eternal existence known by his acts, 
by rendering his kingdom victorious, the ἐσόμενος is necessarily 
at the same time the ἐρχόμενος ; and it is precisely this view of the 
Divine Being which imparts consolation and encouragement to the 
conflicting Church. On the other side of the clouds of heaven HE 
exists through all the future, who comes on the clouds of heaven 
to bless and to punish. The language is parallel to that of the 
Jewish liturgy: 922 150 mint yok mins qb man (See VITRINGA 
Synag. ui. p. 2.) 

2. The second important passage in the New Testament is 
Heb. xiii. 8, inoots χριστὸς χθὲς καὶ σήμερον ὁ αὐτός καὶ εἰς 
ae 
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τοὺς αἰῶνας. The preceding verse contains an exhortation to 
think of their believing teachers, and to imitate their faith. Here 
is the basis of theexhortation. Faith remains always the same ; 
for Jesus Christ remains always the same. Wherefore they were 
not to be driven about by divers and strange doctrines (v. 9) : 
CraMER has noticed in this passage the evident contrast between 
him “whois always the same” and “ the divers and strange doc- 
trines.” It is implied that their teachers had published in its pu- 
rity the word of God, the truth which is in Christ (see v. 7, ὅυτινες 
ἐλάλησαν ὑμῖν τόν λόγον Tod Geod) ; and on this implication the 
author takes occasion to remind them of the folly and sin of at- 
tempting to improve that teaching, and of all uncertain vacillation 
and love of novelties, and points out to them that by such conduct, 
Christ, who was both the object and author of the teaching they 
had hitherto received, would be brought down into the sphere of 
change, and even of non-existence. A truth which has its foun- 
dation in Crist must, like him, be eternal. If we compare the 
paraphrastical expressions for sr as we find them in the Apoca- 
lypse and in Jewish writings, the reference of this passage to that 
name cannot admit of a doubt, especially since the author of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews, like the other writers of the New Testa- 
ment, fully acknowledges the identity of Christ with mm, and 
without hesitation refers to Christ what is said in the Old Testa- 
ment of JEHOVAH. 

3. We find a parallel to this passage in the Old Testament, Mal. 
11. 6, "MH ND TN, (See Christologie, iii. p. 419.) Since the 
God of Israel is, and is called the I am, so in him there is no παραλ- 
λαγὴ, ἢ τροπῆς ἀποσκίασμα. James 1. 17, “1 change not,” ap- 
pears only as a consequence founded on “I am Jehovah,” if Malachi 
has rightly explained the meaning of Jehovah. Absolute being and 
change are incompatible with one another ; only that which is not 
necessarily existent is subject to change. Thus PH1Lo—ioos yap 
αὐτὸς ἑαυτῷ καὶ ὅμοιος ὁ θεός, μήτε ἄνεσιν πρὸς τὸ χεὶρον, μήτ᾽ ἐπί- 
τασιν πρὸς τὸ βέλτιον δεχόμενος .----(1)6 incorrupt mundi, p. 950, 
vol. vi. p. 18, ed. Richter, Lips. 1829.) 

4. Equally certain is Hosea xu. 6 (5). Hven Jehovah, God 
of hosts, JEHOVAH ts his memorial. The prophet here gives the 
name Jehovah as a pledge, that what the Lord had done for the 
Patriarchs, was not something entirely past and gone—not merely 
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history, but also prophecy. But this meaning can only belong to 
JEHOVAH, if it designates God as the I ΑΜ. 

5. Probably there is a reference to the name JEHOVAH (as we 
have explained it) in the two passages of Isaiah xl. 17. All 
nations are as no-being 78? before Him; and xli. 24, “ Behold 
ye (idols) are of nothing 783.” God alone is, as his name imports, 
the pure and true Beinc. Whatever stands up in opposition to 
him, has only the appearance of being, and, viewed more closely, 
must be regarded as no-being. 

6. We come now to the primary and most important passage 
in Exod. ii. 13-16, “ And Moses said unto God (2"7°8"), behold 
when I come to the children of Israel, and shall say unto them, 
the God of your fathers hath sent me unto you, and they shall 
say unto me, what is his name? what shall I say unto them ? 
And God said unto Moses 7878x5778, and he said, thus shalt 
thou say unto the children of Israel ; πῆτε hath sent me unto you. 
And God said moreover unto Moses, Thus shalt thou say unto 
the children of Israel, πῦπο the God of your Fathers, the God of 
Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, hath sent 
me unto you; this is my name for ever, and this is my memorial 
to all generations. Go and gather the elders of Israel together, 
and say unto them mm the God of your Fathers, &c. hath appeared 
unto me.” Irom this passage we learn, 1. in general, that sn is 
derived from mn == mn. 2. That itis the third person future; for 
if it be certain that the sx which God uses when speaking in his 
own person in the jfirs¢ person future, then it is equally so that 
mm which he transfers to the people speaking of him, is the ¢hird. 
3. Hence we learn that the name is to be taken in the sense of 
THE BEING, as the LXX. have interpreted it by ὁ ὦν, and that the 
reason of choosing this name is what JoANNES DAMASCENUS 
assigns that the ὁ wy is the most suitable name of God ; ολον yap 
ἐν ἑαυτῷ συλλαβὼν ἔχει TO εἶναι, οἷον TL πέλαγος οὐσίας ἄπει- 
ρον καὶ ἀόριστον. Only on {Π0 supposition of this meaning being 
the correct one, can we account for the transition from mrs "ῸΝ mrs 
to the simple mrs, and are enabled to show that they are both 
essentially one, that they are expressions of the same thought 
under different relations, so that if only one is mentioned, the 
other is implied. This is the first demand we must make, what- 
ever explanation be given, and the surest test of its correct 
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ness. This is self-evident. Moses, on behalf of the children 
of Israel, asks God after his name. The name H/Ajeh asher Kh- 
jeh, which God first of all expresses to Moses, cannot therefore 
be essentially different from the name H/jeh or Jehovah, which 
he communicates immediately for the children of Israel. Now mrs 
“wx mms can only be translated, 1 Am THAT I Am. For the first 
future 7s cannot be taken otherwise than the rns standing 
alone, and the mm; and if the second mmx ought to be. differently 
taken from the first, the context ought to give some indication of 
it, which it does not. What is signified by the I am Tuar I Am, 
cannot be better shown thanin the words of Augustine on the pas- 
sage: Hsse nomen est incommutabilitatis. Omnia enim, quae 
mutantur, desinunt esse quod erant, et incipiunt esse quod non 
erant, E'sse verum, esse sincerum, esse germanum non habet, nist 
guinon mutatur. [lle habet esse, cui dicitur: mutabis ea et muta- 
buntur, tu autem idem tipse es. Quid est ego sum qui sum, nist ae- 
ternus sum. Quid est ego sum qui sum, nist mutari non possum ? 
These words of Augustine, while they determine the sense of mr» 
mms sex, show at the same time its essential sameness with mrs and 
mm. If God be he who is, that is always the same, the un- 
changeable, he is also the Being, or the absolute Being, and if he 
be the absolute Being, then is he also the unchangeable, as it is 
inferred by Malachi, from ‘ I am JEHovan,” that “I change 
not.’ Of all which is relatively No-deing, it may be affirmed 
Lam not, that I am. Everything created remains not like it- 
self, but is continually changing under circumstances. God only, 
because he is THE BEING, is always the same; and because he 
is always the same, is THE ΒΕΙΝα. ‘That this, the only well- 
founded explanation, has been abandoned by several modern 
expositors, can only be accounted for from its being too deep 
for them. Koprpe (prog. ad. h.l. in Pott sylloge iv. p. 50) al- 
lows as much: “ Aliae delabuntur ad sententiam modumque 
— loquendi multo subtiliorem magisque reconditum, quam ut ad 





* By this distinction, the reasoning of VaTKE is invalidated (p. 670), who, from 
the expression, “ I am that I am,” concludes that the author attributes to the term 
mim the meaning of unchangeability, and then maintains that the idea of unchange- 
ability by no means lies in a simple verbal root. It follows, from what has been said, 
that the Author had no thouglit of giving to Jehovah the meaning of “the Unchange- 
able.” 
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popularem Mosis doctrinam ulla verisimilitudine referri pos- 
set.”* But it is certainly easier to rescue this explanation from 
the objection that it was too deep for the Mosaic age,t than 





* Thus also BELLARMINE, DE WETTE (Jcrit. p. 182), HARTMANN, VON BOHLEN, 
(Ὁ. 103), and VarKE (p. 671), express themselves. 


+ This objection could only be valid, if the name thus explained were anything but 
the concentration of all the statements in the Pentateuch on the being and attributes 
of God. If the assertion be correct, that Jehovah appears there merely as a national 
God, then, indeed, this meaning must be given up, as too deep for the Mosaic age. 
This representation (the nationality of Jehovah) has lately been revived by Von Boh- 
len (p. 101 Hinl. p.284 Comm.) “Jehovah,” he says, “held the gods of other nations 
as his equals, although he overcame them, and (as every nation believed of its tutelar 
divinity) was more powerful than they, so that such a monotheism could not be called 
pure.” But he could only venture this statement from his ignorance of all that is op- 
posed to a view which was well nigh defunct. Before he could make pretensions to a 
refutation, he should have, at least, if not confuted, yet noticed what Dm Werte, Bibl. 
Dagqm. i. p. 73, had said on the other side, if he had not thought the “ prejudiced” 
JAHN worthy of being heard. Yet we would here bring forward from the abundant 
materials before us, at least as much as will be sufficient for those who have any 
pretensions to candour. That the religion of the patriarchs was not amonolatry, but a 
monotheism in the strictest sense, appears (i.) positively from what is asserted of Je- 
hovah in the Pentateuch. Jehovah is Elohim, the God of Israel, and at the same time 
the Deity—in him is contained quidquid divini est. Compare Gen. ii. 2. Jehovah is 
the God of the spirits of all flesh (Num. xvi. 22; xxvii. 16); he is the Creator of heaven 
and earth (Gen. ch. 1); his are the heavens, and the heaven of heavens, the earth, and 
all that therein is (Deut. x. 14); he feeds and clothes the stranger (Deut. x. 17, 18) ; 
from him proceeded the blessing which, through the posterity of the patriarch, would 
come on all the families of the earth; he is the Judge of the whole earth (Gen. xviii). 
What is now left for other gods, since everything is occupied by Jehovah? They can 
only be λεγόμενόι θεοί. 1 Cor. viii. 5. They cannot even be, since they have nowhere 
a sphere of activity, nowhere a sphere of existence, (ii.) negatively from what the Penta- 
teuch says of the gods of the heathen. They are called pbb, Lev. xix. 4; $s xd and 
mesh, Deut. xxxii. 21; τῶν xd, v. 17; ondbs, Stercorei, v. GEsENntIus, Thes. 5. v., 
Lev. xxvi. 80; Deut. xxix. 16. In support of his assertion, Von Bohlen quotes three 
passages, Ex. xii. 12; xv. 2; xviii. 2. The last may immediately be disposed of, since 
it contains an expression of Jethro, who was not an Israelite. Ex. xii. 12, “ Against 
all the gods of Egypt will I execute judgment,” is set at once in a right light by Ca1- 
vin’s remark, “ deus se judicem fore pronuntiat adversus falsos deos, quia tune maxime 
apparuit, quam nihil esset in ipsis auxilii et quam vanus fallaxque esset eorum cultus.” 
Who in the world would conclude that he who says, “ Christ has conquered the gods 
of Greece,” believes in the existence of those gods, especially if, on many other occa- 
sions, he emphatically declared that he held these gods to be the fictions of imagina- 
tion? The conviction of the nullity of idols cannot be more strongly expressed than 
in the second part of Isaiah, and yet we find throughout the imagery maintained of a 
conflict between the true God and idols, in which the latter are overthrown; see, for 
instance, Is. xlvi. 1. Isaiah in ch. xix. 1, 


Behold Jehovah rideth upon a swift cloud, 
And shall come into Egypt. 


And the idols (*55>y) of Egypt shall be moved at his presence. 


When, in allusion to the passage before us, he announces the repetition of thet great 
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that of Koppe’s, from the objection that is too superficial for our 
own. He supposes that, by the words “1 am that I am,” God 
intimated that his nature could be expressed by no name—that 
he must therefore have given to the question a nomen nescto 
answer ; but that the simple people might have some name to call 
him by, he allowed them to use this nomen nescio for the purpose, 
and to obviate all difficulties, abbreviated it, so that for "wx mrs 
mmx, which fully expressed the intended meaning, merely mx or mm 
was used, and so an e¢ cetera must be always taken for granted af- 
ter them. A mere statement of this explanation is sufficient to con- 
fute it. Moreover, as Rosenmiiller has remarked, it entirely loses 
sight of the contrast in Exod. ch. vi. between ™™ and "7% >: the 
idea that God is nameless is foreign to the Old Testament. A name 
of such a quality was certainly not suited to administer consola- 
tion and encouragement to the Israelites in their condition at that 
time. On this supposition, the peculiar holiness of JEHovAH, of 
his great and terrible name, would have remained unexplained, as 
well as the relation of JEHovaH and E1onim. The notion that mrs 
and mm are mere abbreviations is extremely singular. The expla- 
nation of the name in the Old Testament itself, in Malachi and 
Isaiah, is opposed to such an hypothesis. The consensus of the 
ancient translations is against it, which, however they may para- 
phrase it, all convey the idea of pure, unchangeable, eternal Being. 
Rosenmiiller's interpretation, 670, manebo perpetuo qui sum, is 
opposed by the sameness of the tenses, and by other circumstances 
which may be easily understood from the preceding remarks. iv. 
The passage shows very plainly, that the idea of pure, absolute, 
unchangeable Being, as it is expressed by mm, is entirely practical, 
that what God is in himself, is only so far brought into view, as 
it serves to determine what he is for his people. Only in this 
light would the name be ad vem. ‘The people, in asking after his 





catastrophe, he avails himself of the same representation, and yet the name px>">y ex- 
cludes the meaning that is attemptedto be here imposed. On the second passage, Exod. 
xv. 11, “ Who is like unto thee, O Jehovah, among the Elim” ( 25 5) , CALVIN remarks, 
Ex professo Moses opponit gentium figmentis unicum deum, cujus vigebat inter Jilios 
Abrahae religio et cultus. How, then, can any one maintain that the name m1, in 
the sense of THE BEING, was too profound for the Mosaic age? Is the designation 
of God as the God of the spirits of all flesh, less profound? But before men will re- 
nounce their prejudices in favour of a tedious natural development, ney? would rather 
set facts at defiance. 
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name, wished to obtain in it a pledge and earnest of what would 
be granted them by God, of his extraordinary assistance in their 
greatest straits, and not to satisfy their metaphysical curiosity. 
“What man is there whom, if his son ask bread, will he give him 
a stone?” We shall here give merely a hint on this point, that 
we may not anticipate what will follow; yet we cannot forbear 
quoting the excellent remarks of Calvin on the passage under con- 
sideration : “ Huturum verbi tempus legitur Hebraice, sed quod 
praesenti aequipollet, nist quod designat perpetuum durationis 
tenorem. Hoe quidem satis liquet, deum δὲ δὲ unt asserere di- 
vinitatis gloriam, quia sit a setpso, ideoque acternus et ita omni- 
bus creaturis det esse vel subsistere. . . . δὲ autem de hac 
acternitate magnifge disserunt philosophi, et Plato constanter 
affirmet, deum proprie esse τὸ ὃν, hoc tamen elogium non scite, 
neque ut decet in suum usum accommodant, nempe ut unicum 
esse dei absorbeat quascunque imaginamur essentias ; deinde ut 
accedat simul summum imperium et potestas guoernandi omnia, 
Lrgo ut solide apprehendamus unum deum, primum 

necesse est, quidquid in ceelis est vel in terra, precario suam 
essentiam vel subsistentiam ab uno, qui solus vere est, mutuart. 
La illo autem esse nascitur et posse, quia si deus omnia virtute 
sustinet, arbitrio quoque suo regit. Docet ergo deus se unum esse 
sacrosancto nomine dignum, quod perperam ad alios transla- 
tum profanatur : deindetmmensam suam virtutem commendat, 
ne dubitet Mases sub eyus auspicits se fore omnium victorem.”* 
Before we proceed any further in considering the idea of Jeho- 
vah, let us turn to the enquiry on the derivation of mmx, since an 





* By the preceding remarks, VaTKE’s assertion (p. 671) is set aside, that the deriva- 
tion of 5° from 7" cannot be correct on account of the unsuitableness of the refer- 
ence to the concrete idea of Jehovah, since infinite subjectivity is a far deeper and 
richer distinction than abstract being. But the question is not of abstract being, or 
of the speculative idea of being. ‘That it was unknown to the Hebrews, may be rea- 
dily granted. It must not be overlooked that VATKet is compelled, on his principles, to 
contradict the correct derivation of m5; we shall then cease to wonder at the quality 
of his reasons. If the name Jehovah, as he must admit, was of the highest antiquity 
among the Hebrews, and denotes the nature of God so deeply and so richly, as it was 
then known by the Hebrews—then the whole scheme of the gradual and step-by-step 
development of religion among the Hebrews is brought to the ground at a stroke. 
The perfect is then precisely at the commencement of the development, which cannot 
have for its object to produce the perfect, but only to appropriate it, and to incorporate 
it in the national mind. 
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accurate investigation of one of these names cannot be carried on 
without a reference to the other. 

After Ewatp had given his opinion that 7° was perhaps of 
the same origin as "ἃ, GESENIUS directly affirms that Ἐκ is a pri- 
mitive, and that 38 is derived from it (7268. 1. p. 49). If this 
view were correct, all hope would vanish of throwing any light on 
the meaning of on>s from its derivation. ‘The word would then 
be an arbitrary sign for an idea which then must be found out in 
some other way. But this view is inadmissible, for the following 
reasons :—1. The assertion that bx is a primitive, is destitute of 
all reason and occasion, since the theme >-x, in the sense of being 
strong, has numerous derivations in the language. 2. That ss 
was formed from x is an arbitrary assertion. , Some rare and late 
formations, taken from Simon's (Onomasticon, p. 508), mm which 
the H quiescens passes into H modzle, can prove nothing. A per- 
fectly analogous example, first ἡ» into =, and then τῷ into m5, is 
not to be found in the whole language. 3. A name of God asa 
primitive is quite inconceivable, and is found in no language. 
The etymology may be doubtful, the root may be lost, but a de- 
rivation, an original meaning, always exists. JAHN has remarked, 
in reference to the Semetic languages (in the preface to his Syriac 
Grammar in German, 1793, and inserted as an appendix in Ober- 
leitner’'s Latin Translation, 1820, p. 10), primitive nouns only 
occur in those objects which affect the senses, and especially the 
sight and hearing strongly and frequently, and consequently 
arouse the attention ; and that this remark in essential points is 
correct, that the formation of primitives only takes place in those 
objects which fall under the notice of the senses, is shown by the 
Catalogue of Primitives, which is taken (p. xiii.) from AURIVEL- 
Lius. Ewa.Lp remarks, in his Larger Grammar, p. 225, “If 
such words do not consist of interjections or imitative sounds, 
the root is commonly lost on account of some special meaning 
assumed. at a later period.” 

Having, in this manner, justified ourselves in seeking for the 


etymology of mnbx, since the root mx has been lost in Hebrew, 
--5 


we find it, if any where, in the Arabic. 5; in that language 
-s 
means colutt, adoravtt, and aS$ stuputt, pavore correptus fuit; 
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and how the first meaning has been developed from the latter, has 
been clearly pointed out by SCHULTENS on Job, pp. 3, 4, “ Ob- 
servo hance ipsam rem adorandi, cultu religioso venerandi, υἱ- 
deri secundariam ab altera ejusdem radices pavendi stupendive. 
Nam rts eliam per a) attonitus stupurt, et ξ Ἐς pavore cor- 
reptus fuit a Gieuhario et Firubazadio declaratur unde mds 
numen tremendum designare apparet. Followmg the exai- 
ple of CoccEius and GoussET, GESENTUS, in his Thesaurus, 
maintains that the verb was formed later than the noun, and 
borrowed its meaning from it; but this assertion loses its plau- 
sibility, as soon as it is recollected that mx, as we have shown 
above, is necessarily formed from a verb; the Arabic lexico- 
graphers, DsHEvHARI for imstance, derive, without hesitation, 
the noun from the verb ; if the verb were a derivative, we might 
expect, instead of the first, one of the derived conjugations, namely, 
the second or the fifth: moreover, the meaning of the noun which 
we maintain, 1f we derive it from the verb in this sense, has no 
inconsiderable number of analogies in its favour, and is perfectly 
natural and suitable. “ Mear,” NirzscuH remarks, “ stands at the 
head of the passive religious emotions ; veneration at the head of 
the active.’ Examples of appellations of the Godhead which 
are taken from fear, are given by J. D. Micuar is, Ait. Colle- 
gium, Ὁ. 229, and Beurtheilung der Mittel, Ὁ. 49.  Lasily, this 
derivation appears peculiarly suitable, if we keep in view the his- 
torical use of the name orbs This name always appears to be 
the widest and most general, and for this reason we are naturally 
led to such a derivation. The feeling of fear is the lowest which 
can exist in reference to God, and merely in respect of this feeling 
is God marked by this designation. He is the great unknown 
which infuses fear. Of his interior nature nothing is expressed ; 
the name is merely relative, and, as such, superficial; for the 
deepest relations of God to man, those which proceed from his 
holiness and love, are not included in the name. The annexed 
plural ending leads also to such a vague character, to an investi- 
gation of which we now proceed. 

Let us first enumerate the various explanations of this plural 
ending. 1. The Rabbins generally explain the plural as pl ma- 
jestaticus. WR. Becuar does this very ably and profoundly on 
Gen. 1.1. nb minsn bya were onde, Llohim. t.c., dominus poten- 
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tiarum omnium. . . . Et sic dii sancti ipse. Jos. xxiv. 
19, nam ipse complectitur sanctitates omnes. Ste etiam con- 
suetudo linguae est, loqui de dominio humilium (hominum :) in 
manum mop am; tdque propter amplitudinem excellentiae do- 
mint istius, et multas species domini, quod habet ipse. δὲ hoe 
dicitur de carne et sanguine, quanto magis de deo, cujus mul- 
tiplicis domini non est numerus et a quo solo quicunque domin- 
antur dominum suum possident, qui unus est, sed potentiae ejus 
plurime.’ ABEN Esra and ΚΊΜΟΗΙ treat the subject far more 
rudely and superficially ;* they explain the plural by the consue- 
tudo honoris, and compare it with the usage of modern languages. 
In this form the explanation has been repeated by Gesenius in mo- 
dern times; but in its more refined form by Ewan, who, in his latest 
work, the Smaller Grammar, thus expresses himself with a tacit 
retractation of his earlier statements: “‘ The word obs appears 
always in the plural in prose from that time (the ancient period be- 
fore Moses) not so much on account of its resemblance to the idea 
of Lord, as because they conceived the Deity in ancient times as 
infinitely numerous and divisible, and yet as conjoined.” (Nichol- 
son’s T’ransi., London, 1836, p. 231.) 2. Following PETER Lom- 
BARD,t some have found in the plural s7>s an intimation of the 
mystery of the Trinity, a view which has been opposed by CaL- 
vin, MERCER, CAJETAN, BELLARMINE, DRUSIUS, (whose opinions 
are given in the Essay de Nonime Klohim in the Crit. Sacr., vi. 
p. 2166), Buxrorr (Dissert., p. 270), Gro. CaLixt (de precep. 
Christ. relig. controv. p. 11) who alludes to the late introduction 
of this explanation, of which ORIGEN and JEROME were totally 
ignorant, without being able to supplant an opinion which was 
favoured by the spirit of the age. It is against this view that it 
does not serve to explain the use of the name orbs for the Deity 
in the most general sense, and is necessarily inapplicable to it. A 
single passage like that in 1 Sam. xxvii. 13, “I saw στὸν 





* See the passages in Buxtorf. Thes. Gramm. p. 434. 

+ WAGENSEIL, in his Telis (Anm. zu Lipm., p. 129, 180), wishes to prove from a pas- 
sage in the book Rabbot, that the reference of Elohim to the Trinity, on the part of the 
Trinity, was much older; but the closer examination of the passage shows that the dis- 
putants who were here opposed were not Christians, but either polytheists or scoffers at 
religion, who endeavoured to puzzle the Jews with their monotheism by the plural a*7x. 
It is argued against them that the connection with the singular verb pom>s ΝΡ shows 
that the ods cannot denote a plurality of persons. ι 
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ascending out of the earth,’ where even the idea of Divinity is too 
definite ; where it conveys only the vague notion of wnearthly, not 
human, is sufficient to settle this point. Moreover, we find that 
penx is used for particular divinities.* 8, Others, as LE CLERC, 
Hewer, De WETTE, (Beir. 1. 197). Evwatp in his earlier 
writings (Composition εἰ. Genesis kritisch untersucht,1823, p. 82, 
83, and Larger Grammar, Ὁ. 641) HARTMANN (p. 122) maintain 
that the name originated in polytheism. From that system the 
religion of the Israelites was formed slowly and by degrees, and 
the name ELoniM is a memorial of its descent. {On the other 
hand—that such a gradual formation of the Old Testament out of 
polytheism contradicts all history—that the consequence of this 
view that ELouim would be the earlier, and JEHOVAH the later ap- 
pellation (see Hartmann, p. 141) is proved to be not only unsup- 
ported, but totally false, since there is good reason for believing 
that both names existed from early times contemporancously ; 
that at least the Israelites could have no conception of such an 
origin of the name JEHOVAH, for otherwise, in those times at least 
in which itis universally admitted that monotheism had taken firm 
root among them, they would carefully have abstained from this 
name—a people who, viewed from a certain position, may be 
justly reproached with intolerance, but never with indifference ; 
that the authors of the Holy Scriptures, if they always continued 
to make use of this name without any scruple, must have pro- 
ceeded on a different etymology, which, if then agreeable to the 
language, must have been acknowledged as the original one, un- 
til another had been proved to be such with an overpowering ne- 
cessity ; that from this view the remaining plural designations of 
God cannot be explained. As, for example, "2? 78, Job. xxxv. 
10, “ God my Maker,’ 7832, thy Creator, Eccles. xii. 1, ΤῸΝ 


W222, thy husband is thy Creator, literally mariti tui sunt facto- 





* Yet it is not to be denied that this erroneous view involves a portion of truth. The 
plural form, as it indicates the infinite riches, the inexhaustible fulness of the Godhead, 
serves to combat the most dangerous enemy of the doctrine of the Trinity, that abstract 
monotheism of which Schelling (Uber die Gottheiten von Samothrace, p. 87) admirably 
says, “ Mohammedanism may indeed be called monotheism, which only allows one per- 
sonality or one simple power to tle name of God. That this is not in the style of the 
New Testament requires no proof; that it is not agreeable to the Old Testament, sce 
Weltalter, Th.i.” Since Elohim is opposed to this view, which, in many respects, 
stands below polytheism, it contains certainly the germ of the doctrine of the Trinity. 
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res tui, Is. liv. 5. According to Ewatp (Larger Grammar, p. 
641), these names must be of a later poetic formation after ny. 
But this view would have an appearance of probability, only if 
the passages were of the same kind as Ps. lv. 12. ‘‘ KLoHIM 
only is *%2% unon earth ;” for we might suppose that the ELonrm, 
standing there alone, had exercised an influence on the term. But 
since, in the passages above quoted, n> does not appear there, de- 
signations of God like 8 (literally my Jords), must be regarded 
independently of the ELoniM, and every explanation of the latter 
must be regarded as false, which will not equally apply to them, 
and give a satisfactory account of them. Lastly, all the analogies 
of language are against the two last views, by which the first is 
shown to be correct. 

There is in the Hebrew language a widely extended use of the 
plural, which expresses the intensity of the idea that is conveyed 
in the singular. To this peculiarity belong, 1. The use of the plural 
in the formation of the abstract nouns, on which Ewald remarks 
in his Smaller Grammar, p. 225, ‘The plural seems to collect 
the scattered individuals into one higher idea, so that it touches 
very closely on the idea of the abstract;” and, in his Larger Gram- 
mar, Ὁ. 326, “The method of thus expressing the abstract by the 
plural appears even older and more sensuous than that which is 
more frequent in the language, to employ the feminine singular for 
the abstract.” The abstract, forming the quintessence of the sepa- 
rate individuals, becomes equivalent to a plurality of them, and is 
regarded as comprehending them in itself. 2. The use of the 
plural also for the individual being, the individual thing, when in 
this the idea comes fully apparent, as happens in a multitude of 
appearances, so that the thing exists according to this multiplicity. 
This use borders closely on the preceding. One such individual 
being is the incorporated abstract; the contrast of the abstract 
and the conerete is lost in it. To this class belong, first, the nouns 
which have the idea of dominion or possession, such as 5278 and 
23. It is worth noticing that these én general are used for in- 
dividuals in the plural only with suffixes (πῦρ ΘΝ, “a cruel lord,” 
Is. xix. 4, is an exception), GesENIus Lehrg. p. 663; Ewa.p’s 
Smaller Grammar, p. 226. For that which is ruled over, or pos- 
sessed, concentres in itself the idea of rule, of possession in some 
one ruler or possessor. This 1s equal to a whole number. Ana- 
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logous 15 our Herrschaft, Verwandschaft, Bekanntschaft. But 
the use goes far beyond these individual classes of nouns, at 
which a stop is usually made. One of the most remarkable exam= 
ples is "7 in the Proverbs, as a designation of wisdom κατ᾽ 
e£oyny, the sapientia hypostatica, in whom lic hid all the trea- 
sures of wisdom and knowledge. Hwa p, indeed, in his Smadler 
Grammar (δ 344 Nicholson’s Transl. p.217) would construe this 
mms as singular, but the reasons for the contrary are, 1. That 
no certain trace of such a form of the singular can be found. 2. 
The connection with the plural. Ps. xlix. 4 (38). My mouth 
shall speak "729, and the meditation of my heart shall be 75" ; 
though Prov. xxiv. 7 must be doubtful. 8. 729 in the Proverbs 
is never used for Wisdom as an attribute, but always for the sapi- 
entia hypostatica. 2 in ch. xiv. 1, is to be construed differ- 
ently. Itis the construct state of the plur. fem. “ The wise of 
women builds her house’—“ the wise of women” being here used 
as a collective noun. The correct explanation of the plural mxsA 
has been given by Michaelis, ‘“ Pluralitativus nominis habet 
emphasia, significans ingens aliquid ac πολυποίκιλον, Hphes. iil. 
10, stcut mortes, Is. 1111. 9, δέ salutes, Ps. xl. 12, Intelligitur au- 
temis, inuno sunt omnes saptentia et cognitions thesauri, Col. il. 
3, increata nimirum, incomprehensa et hypostatica sapientia. 
Then there is "2, as a designation of the hippopotamus. 
Whether the word originally had an Egyptian etymology, is as 
doubtful as it is indifferent for our object. (It is time at last to 
check the good-nature with which such Egyptian etymologies have 
been taken from JABLONSKy and others.) For itis certain that the 
word in its present form must be considered as the plural of 7273, 
and that “the firstling of the ways of God’ °872% ™#S? ig distin- 
guished by this name, because in him the idea of the brute creation 
was realized, in him, as it were, the whole brute creation was concen- 
tered. Further, the Urim and Thummim, by which the LXX. 
(δήλωσις καὶ ἀλήθεια, JEROME, doctrina et veritas, and Lv- 
THER, Licht and fecht) acknowledges that the plural is no 
common plural. The highest medium, by which Israel became a 
partaker of light and infallible truth, is designated as the assem- 
blage of all ight, and all blamelessness and infallibility, as light 
and infallibility in the highest intensity. 4. If, in relation to 
earthly objects, all that serves to represent a whole order of beings 
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is brought before the mind by means of the plural form, we might 
anticipate a more extended application of this method of distin- 
guishing in the appellations of God, in whose being and attributes 
there is everywhere a unity which embraces and comprehends all — 
multiplicity. And this we find to be the case on closer examination. 
God is distinguished (Mal. i. 6) as "8 Lord in the highest sense, 
Lord of all lords, and as it were comprehending all lords in himself. 
The name “8, literally my lords (only pointed thus to distin- 
gulsh it from "78, because that is used in speaking of human 
lords)—is never applied to one human lord—to avoid placing 
human lords on an equality with God, is pointed with Kametz, 
and is one of the standing appellations of God. To the examples 
already adduced, we add another ; JEHOVAH is 7°27?" literally “thy 
keepers,” thy keeper in the highest sense, who comprehends in him- 
self all keepers, who realizes in perfection the idea of keeping, Ps. 
exxi.5. Then the passage in Prov. ix. 10, “‘ The fear of JeHovaH 
is the beginning of wisdom, and the knowledge of the Most Holy 
(05: 59 ΠΡ) is understanding ;” when Michaelis (contrary to the 
parallelism and the parallel passages in Hosea xii. 1 (xi. 12), in 
which #4? stands parallel with >8, and in Joshua xxiv. 19, 
JEHOVAH—for he is a holy God 7p D"7>8.) — explains nyt 
pwr by ‘ cognitio, gue sanctos factt et sanctis propria est ;” 
ny», in the sense of the Most High, m Chaldee; and, lastly, 
o's in Ps. xxix. 1, where every effort to escape the plural majes- 
datusisvain. Kwa p (Psalmen, p.101) maintains that the plural 
is twice expressed in the phrase o°x a ‘once, in the first member, 
where it is easiest, especially according to the meaning of Ἰ5, and 
again in the second.” But, for so illogical a reduplication of the 
plural, not a single analogy can be produced ; and a plural sx ja is 
inconceivable, since the two words are not formed into a nomen com-= 
positum, which can only happen by the greatest frequency of use. 
The phrase os 2, after which ox 2, is manifestly formed only 
as a poetical form, also favours an opposite conclusion, so that 
the plural in both cases must necessarily be explained in the same 
way; as a lifeless imitation of pry, obs cannot be considered, 
and, for the same reason, the root, of which the plural appears in 
ELouIM, could not be obsolete. 

If we keep all these analogies in view, the use of the plural in 
mnex cannot admit of adoubt. It answers the same purpose which 
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elsewhere is accomplished by an accumulation of the Divine 
names, as in Joshua xxii. 22, ΤΣ aos oS mans aprox es, The thrice 
holy in Is. vi. 8; SF8°F8 in Deut. x. 17. It calls the attention 
to the infinite riches and the inexhaustible fulness contained in the 
one Divine Being, so that, though men may imagine innumerable 
gods, and invest them with perfections, yet all these are contained 
in the one 27x. 

The plural o-7>s is accordingly, in some respects, more compre- 
hensive than the singular πῆρα, Ἐ of which the infrequent occurrence 
may be accounted for, on the ground that, according to the origi- 
nal meaning of ms, which did not enter into the interior of the 
Being of God, the plural was needed as an essential perfection- 
ating and extension of the idea, and perhaps also that the singu- 
lar was first formed from the plural, at a time when, to represent 
the personality of God, other names were in use. Only in Job 
bx is found more frequently, because the author, according to his 
plan, could not use Jehovah, and >x, if used invariably, would be 
monotonous. 

But, on the other hand, the plural is also lowering. It could 
not, with propriety, be employed in a name of God, which, lke 
JEHOVAH, 15 intended to express the innermost being of God, 
the essence of his personality. Itis in place only where regard 15 
had to the plenitude of power, and in it all other things—unity, 
personality, holiness, are forgotten.t It forms a kind of analogy, 
when for the person of an earthly king, is substituted the state, 
the government, the authority. Thus also, what on one side is 
considered an ascending scale of authority, if viewed on another 





* The two passages 15. xxii. 22, and Ps. 1. i, are worthy of notice in this connection, 
while the three names ὌΝ (= pbs) ossby and mrs form aclimax, sothat ysis the low- 
est designation, "7 the highest, o>y the middle. The climax is from x through 
aomby to mins. Several critics, very lately EwaLp (Psalmen, p-238), consider p*s>y by 
as in the construct state, “ God of Gods.” But the accents are opposed to this inter- 
pretation, and besides, as Coccetus has remarked, we might expect to find ps>y Sy or 
ὩΠΤΙΟΝΤΙ nds as elsewhere. The comparison requires a similarity in the appellation of 
the objects compared. 


* The idea of στον sinks tothe lowest point in 1 Sam. xxviii. 13, where the witch of 
Endor says to Saul, “I see Elohim ascending ὩΣ δ: out of the earth.” Here nothing 


remains but the vague notion of an unearthly, superhuman power, which the woman 

beheld entering into the sensible world in one appearance. How much those who have 

not correctly understood the fundamental nature of Elohim, are at a loss on this pas- 

sage, may be seen in the remarks upon it by Kimcu1, Grotivus, and SEB. SCHMID. 
Ss 
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side, is a descending scale. An analogy of the same kind is our 
Deity. However comprehensive this designation is, no one would 
easily. use it in a truly devotional prayer, with a sense of the ex- 
ceeding nearness of God. 


We shall now attempt to determino exactly the relation of mm 
and orbs. The first point to be examined is, whether the two 
names existed contemporaneously from the beginning, or whether 
pbs was originally the only designation of God, and mm was in- 
troduced at a later period. 

The first view is supported by the following reasons, 1. The 
language itself. We have already shown that, from considera- 
tions of language, mn could not have come into use first in the — 
Mosaic age. Then, 2. The constant use of this name along with 
nis in Genesis, from the very origin of the human race, and in 
the first chapter of Exodus. That this use cannot be explained 
as Le CLerc and others suggest, by prolepsis, is evident from the 
circumstance that we do not find it merely where the author speaks, 
but also where the persons to whom the history relates are intro- 
duced speaking. All these passages furnish an indirect but not 
obscure intimation of the author respecting the originality of mm. 
And this often repeated historical testimony must be regarded as 
valid, until, from other grounds, the author has been convicted 
of error. The supposition of a prolepsis is amere attempt to dis- 
turb the point of view, to evade this evidence, and the concession 
that the vindicators of the antiquity of the name Jehovah are in 
the right. 8. Although in Genesis the composition of nomina 
propria with bs is throughout predominant, which indicates that 
the knowledge of mm was yet feeble and vacillating ; that men 
did not yet properly venture to associate Him, the High and Holy 
One, with earthly things, and satisfied themselves in what was 
constant and invariable, rather with the lower and more general 
names of God, which corresponded to the general and prevailing 
state of religious knowledge and sentiment, yet at least there is one 
nomen proprium which indisputably is compounded with mm, 
namely Moriah, exactly that in which the sm could with least pro- 
priety be wanting, whether we look at the first great event by which 
the place was consecrated in the Patriarchal lite, or keep in 
view the later historical development. That the name was first 
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formed on the occasion of the event mentioned in Gen. xxil., is 
expressly stated in i. 14, so that the use of it in ver. 2 must be 
considered as proleptic. ‘The name is compounded of the par- 
ticiple in hophal of the verb rss and of an abbreviation of 
mm, literally, the shown of Jehovah ; that is, the appearance of 
Jehovah. This derivation is supported by, 1. The only admissible 
etymology, joined with the demonstrable falsehood of any other. 
The hophal of the verb πὸ occurs in the Pentateuch four times, 
and nowhere else, and certainly 1 in the sense of being caused to 
see. Thus Exodus xxv. 40, “ Their pattern which was shewed 

thee’ (“thou wast caused to see.” Marg.) “72 ΠῚ TENTS 5 xvi. 
30, “the fashion which was shewed thee 87 “28 on the Mount? 
Deut. iv. 35, Unto thee it was showed that thou mightest know 
mya> os" πρὶ that the Lord he is as Ley. xiii. 9, And shall 
be showed unto the priest, Fears mm, That the participles 
of the passive conjugations frequently are used as substantives 
is well known. The following are analogous examples: ΠΡ, the 
stretched out, the stretching out, Isa. vin. 8; 52, the dark- 
ening, and F3™, the oppressing, v. 28; ΠΤ, persecution, xiv. 6. 
Compare Ewald’s Larger Grammar, Ὁ. 257; WINER’S Gram. 
p- 189. The objection of MicHaEtis (Suppl. p. 1551), that 


in Abraham's time, although the name sm was known, yet its 


abbreviated form ™ was not, is quite baseless, since no proof 
can be given of the later introduction of this abbreviation. It 
appears also in the Pentateuch in a separate form (χοᾶ. xv. 
2); and assuming the pronunciation 772 as correct, it 1s most 
easily formed, and in a proper name, where there is a natural 
tendency to shorten, must be formed spontaneously. The trifl- 
ing deviation from the common form of the participle hophal 
has been sufficiently justified by FULLER (Miéscell. 11., ὁ. 14). As 
to other derivations, in refutation of Srmonis, who (p. 414) ap- 
peals to the LXX. (εἰς τὴν γῆν τὴν ὑψηλήν) and Aquila (κατα- 
φανῆ), and takes the word as feminine, from 77, elatus ; besides 
the reasons already adduced by Fuller against these ancient trans- 
lations, voa Hebraca perperam ab utraque versione pronomine 
adjectivo habetur, cum revera substantivum eaxsistat ut vel ipsa 
constructio delucide satis indicat (in Genesis svn γον, in Chro- 
nicles m2 "n)—it may be observed that no trace whatever exists 


of a verb "7? or -2 in the sense of being high. Both the version 
S2 
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of Symmachus, εἰς τὴν γῆν τῆς ὀπτασίας, and that of the Vul- 
gate, in terram vistonis, are opposed by the non-occurrence of 
maw in the sense of visto, and the irregularity of the formation. 
Secondly, This derivation and meaning of the name is alluded to 
“in 2 Chron. iii. 1, “Then Solomon began to build the house of 
Jehovah at Jerusalem in Mount Moriah, where he appeared to 
David his father, 7738 717? 7872 “8; compare 1 Chron. xxi. 16, 
“ And David lift up his eyes, and saw the angel of Jehovah 
stand between the earth and the heaven” 1 Sam. xxiv. 17. The 
name Moriah had been revived under David; the appearance of 
the Lord, of which it was a memorial, had been repeated to him. 
On this account Solomon chose exactly this spot for the sanc- 
tuary of the Lord. According to the current interpretation, indeed, 
(J. H. Micwae.is, gut ostensus fuerat Davidi patri ipsius ; 
and thus DE WetTrr, WINER, and others; but J. D. MICHAELIS 
in his Supplem. p. 1552, gives the correct version), this passage 
could not be used for our purpose, and in fact has been employed 
by ScHuMANN and others to oppose the right view. But the im- 
propriety of this interpretation is most evident. sin niphal 
cannot mean was shown, but only was seen, appeared; the 
meanings of showing and of being shown belong only to hiphil 
and hophal. Thirdly, This derivation forms the basis of the 
“passage in Gen. xxii. 14. “ And Abraham called the name of 
that place JeHovaH JIREH, the Lord will see, as it is said to this 
day, in the mount of Jehovah he will appear.” The name of the 
place, in its peculiar form, occurs in v. 2, and is assumed to be 
universally known. For this reason an explanatory paraphrase is 
substituted for it in nyse; and, in such a case, throughout 
Genesis, it is usual to give not a strict etymological derivation, 
but only an allusion to the etymology. That God’s seeing here, 
where it is mentioned with a reference to v. 8, is only so far noticed 
as it is inseparately connected with his being seen, his appearing, 
the following words prove: ‘ As it is said to this day,” &c. sd | 
hope of the future appearing rests upon the certainty of the pre-'! 
sent appearing. On Moriah, the place of God's appearing, he has» 
appeared, and there faith hopes he will manifest himself in the? 
future. Thus the expression, “ as it is said to this day,” &c., is 
to be regarded as a prophetic anticipation, on account of Exod. 
xv. 17, where this anticipation, the hope of a future and more 
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glorious revelation of God upon the site of the former, is yet 
more clearly expressed, ‘“ ‘Thou shalt bring them in and plant them 
in the mountain of thine inheritance, in the place, O Lord, which 
thou hast made for thee to dwell in, in the sanctuary, O Lord, which 
thy hands have established.”. ABEN Ezra’s and RosENMULLER’S 
interpretation of sn /erra Cananaea montosa, deserves no atten- 
tion. ‘That the Mount Moriah, as the place which the Lord would 
hereafter choose for the habitation of his name, is intended, the two 
following clauses show plainly enough. It might, to be sure, be 
said, on the other hand, that the author had transposed to the 
patriarchial times a name of later origin, but this objection would 
only have force if other decisive reasons rendered it necessary to 
fix the origin of the name Jehovah in a later age. Thus much 
may be inferred with certainty from the occurrence of the name 
Moriah, that the writer never imagined a later origin of the name 
Jehovah, and with his authority on our side, we need not be 
alarmed at every slight attack.* 





* What Von Bowen (Δ πὶ. p. 104) has adduced in favour of his scheme of the first 
“Rise of Jehovahism” in the days of David and Solomon, scarcely deserves the name 
of argument. He appeals to proper names, that, first with and after David, came into 
use compounded with sm». Every one immediately thinks of Joshua (yum); and Von 


Bohlen does not forget, but naturally avails himself of the fact, that he was originally 
called Hoshea. This is indeed correct; but if the name Joshua was not a product of the 
Mosaic age, if it had not been given him, as the Pentateuch informs us, by Moses him- 
self, how did it obtain universal acceptance among the people? It would be carrying 
mythical notions to an extravagant length to maintain that the nation had never re- 
tained the right name of their distinguished commander-in-chief—that he received a 
new name in the age of David or Solomon. Yet let us nowturn from what the author 
thought, to that, which escaped him, who so often asserted without examining, and that 
with inconceivable confidence. No small number of Nomen. propr. in the times pre- 
ceding David are compounded with mim at the beginning. Thus Jochabed (dominé 
gloria, v. Stmonts, p.517) the mother of Moses, whose name certainly was not of later 
formation ; Joash, the father of Gideon, Jud. vi. 11; Jotham, Gideon’s youngest son, 
Judg. ix. 5-7; Jehonathan, priest of the Danites in the time of the Judges, Judg. xviii. 
30; another Jehonathan, 1 Chron. 11. 32, and so several more. Besides these are those 
names that stand on the same footing, which have an abbreviated Jehovah at the 
end, as Morah—Abijah the son of Becher, the grandson of Benjamin—Bitjah, &c. 
Thus much, however, is correct, that, as L6scHER (de causis l. Heb. p. 62), has noticed, 
names compounded with s7 become much more frequent from the time of Samuel. 
But this lends no support to Bohlen’s view, and is easily explicable from facts, which 
the accredited history presents to us. Owing to the prevalent view in Israel of the 
close correspondence of names and things, it could not be otherwise than that the 
powerful theocratic excitement in the times of Samuel and David would create a de- 
mand for the composition of nomina prop. with the theocratic name of God; and what 
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The only argument which the opponents of the ancient origin 
of the name JEHOVAH can produce, rests on the passage in Exod. 
vi. 2, which we must here quote at length, since we intend to 
commence with it in the examination that follows on the inter- 
nal relation between sr and orbs. “ And ELonrm spake unto 
Moses, and said unto him, I, Jenovan. And I appeared unto 
Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, as Ex Suappat, τὸ °82, and by 
my name JEHOVAH was I not known to them, ΘΠ ἜΣ ΤΩ 8? Tin? "By, 
And I have also established ("T2737 5*) my covenant with them, 
to give them the land of Canaan, the land of their pilgrimage, 





at first proeeeded from living reasons, would in aftertimes (which leant upon that period, 
so splendid both internally and externally) be adopted from standing usage. What 
an effect the state of the public mind has on names, has been exemplified clearly 
among ourselves by the relation of names, in an age of unbelief, to those of the preced- 
ing believing times. Since the nomina propr. with Jehovah had not yet had sufficient 
time to become naturalized, and since, in the period of the Judges, only a few living 
roots were in existence from which such names eould be formed, we could not expect 
beforehand to find them very numerous at that time. Von BoHLEN, moreover, ap- 
peals to ancient phrases, such as the form of an oath and proverbial expressions, that 
still adhere to Elohim. Here we have only to notice the form of an oath; for as to 
proverbial expressions he appeals only to ch. xxx. 2, “Am I in God’s stead?” (v. 
Comm. p. 294), where Elohim, as we shall see in the sequel, must stand, on account 
of the contrast. But in reference to the form of an cath pets nv es m5, &c., it is to 


be observed, that it was not used at all in solemn oath-takings, where always the ap- 
peal is to mm, but for protestations in ordinary life. Here, from a religious dread of 
an abuse of the name of God, the most general designation was intentionally employed, 
a proceeding for which analogies may be found among other nations. The most an- 
eient Greeks, for example, swore merely val τάν per illam, without uttering the name 
of the goddess. (vai τὰν, οὕτως οἱ ἀρχαῖοι, Se@v ὀνόμωτα μὴ προστιϑέντες. HEsy- 
ΘΕ 108). Among the Hebrews the frequent total omission of the form of an oath, and 
using the mere hypothetical particle nx, 7/, was only a stronger operation of the same 


motive which occasioned the use of p*>x in the form of an oath. When Von Bohlen 
still further maintains that the idea of Jehovah presupposed the time of princely splen- 
donr, the assertion will apply not specially to Jehovah, butto the whole Israelitish idea 
of God. But how can it be denied that the Israelites from the beginning of their na- 
tional existence, without having kings of their own, had before their eyes an earthly sub- 
stratum of the kingly power of God, which God so essentially inhabited that it only re- 
quired a little excitementin order to complete the requirements of religion in this respect ? 
‘The patriarchs stood in constant intercourse with kings; Moses grew up ina palace in 
the midst of princely splendour. When, finally, Von Bohlen adduces, that in the Psalms 
of Korah, Elohim is almost the exclusive name of God, one scarcely sees what inference 
he means to draw, since he will not transpose these Psalms, which in part belong to a 
very late period, to the times preceding David. Any one who would argue on such 
grounds with a total blindness to the internal difference of Jehovah and Elohim, must 
also maintain that Jehovah was not yet come into general use at the time of the com- 
position of Ecclesiastes. 
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wherein they are strangers. And I have also heard (39 851) the 
groaning of the children of Israel, whom the Egyptians keep in 
bondage; and I have remembered my covenant. Wherefore, say 
unto the children of Israel, I am JEHovAH, and I will brmg you 
out from under the burdens of the Egyptians, and I will rid you 
of their bondage, with a stretched out arm, and with great judg- 
ments; and I will take you to me for a people, and I will be to 
you a God, and ye shall know that I am ΨΕΗΟΥΔΗ, your God, 
which bringeth you out from under the burdens of the Egyptians. 
And I will bring you in unto the land, concerning the which I did 
swear to give it to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob; and I will 
give it you for an heritage; I, JEHOVAH.” 

From JosEpHuS down to HarTMANN it has been the opinion of 
several critics that this passage states explicitly that the name J&- 
HOVAH was not known to the fathers of the Israelitish nation ; others, 
as CALVIN, do not consider this passage as proving such a state- 
ment. ‘“ Neque,’ says CaLvin, “ tamen deus h. l. per nomen 
syllabas v. literas tutelligit, sed gloriae et majestatis suae noti- 
tiam, quae major et amplior resplenduit in ecclesiae redemtione, 
guam in ipso foederis exordio.” 

We must here premise, before deciding the special question, a 
general inquiry respecting the biblical meaning of the term vame, 
since this is necessary to the former. We believe that we may in- 
dulge in some fulness with less hesitation, since the investigation 
will be of importance for other topics in the Pentateuch belonging 
to an Introduction ; and it seems most suitable to enter into de- 
tails here, to which we can refer in the sequel. 

In the interpretation of 595. ὄνομα there is danger of a twofold 

istake. Some persons transfer to the Scriptures the separation 
of the name from the thing, as has become customary among us 
through misuse, and therefore regard 35. ὄνομα entirely in the su- 
perficial sense of name. ‘Thus, for example, VITRINGA, who, in 
his Obss. ss. 1. p. 813, remarks on the phrases being baptised εἰς 
ὄνομα and ἐν ὀνόματι : “Alterum valet ad id baptizari, ut quis no- 
men iliius personae, in cuzus nomen baptizari dicitur, colat, prae- 
dicet, celebretque; alterum alicujus gussu et auctoritate baptismt 
sacramentum accipere, et pertd religiont Christianae initiart.” 
BInDSEIL on the baptismal formula, Stud. 1832, p. 410, explains 


280 THE RELATION OF JEHOVAH AND ELOHIM. 


leading by baptism into the name of any one is to cause a person to 
be called after another. Others fall into the opposite extreme, while 
they do away with all difference between the name and the thing, ¢o 
be called, and to be, and without further inquiry maintain that the 
name stands pleonastically, that it is a mere paraphrase. Com- 
monly the two opposite errors are made use of by the same per- 
sons in different passages, according as the one or other point 
overlooked in one of them, seems explicable by means of the other. 
Thus MarmonipEs (doct. perpl. p. 115, ed. Buxtorf) “ Scito no- 
men domini quandoque significare solum et nudum nomen, ut 
quando dicitur : non assumes nomen dei tui in vanum. Item, qui 
expresserit nomen domini et sic saepissime. Quandoque vero sig- 
nificat essentiam et veritatem ejus ut: et dicent mihi: quod est 
nomen 6748. Only a few persons have adopted the right view 
which is applicable to all passages; thus, for instance, OLSHAUSEN 
on Matt. xviii. 19, “‘ ovoua is the personality, the essential being, 
and that not in its state of not recognising, or not being recognised, 
but in its manifestation.” THo.uck, (Bergpredigt) “ ὄνομα ori- 
ginally denoted in the Old Testament what is actual in the con- 
ceptions of man;” “man seeks to express by names the whole extent 
which he gives to things.” Nuirzscu (System, § 64), ‘ God's 
name, or name simply, Exod. xxii. 21; Levit. xxiv. 11, 16,1s the 
revelation and presence of God in his Word and in his Church.” 
Von MEyeER (Blatter viii. p. 238), “To be named by God, and 
according to God's will, is not only as much as, but more than ¢o 
be; it is the unveiling of the Being.” 

That the present relation of the name to the thing is unnatural, 
and therefore not original, is shown by the verbal wit which by 
this relation gains credit—the attention it excites, when the name 
and thing exactly correspond, or stand in sharp contrast—the 
endeavour, when new names are given, to place them in close 
reference to the thing, and even by nicknames to cure the craving 
which is not satisfied by proper names. 

This craving, which now by custom has for the most part been 
brought to silence, was prodigiously active in ancient times. “ In 
an age,’ CREUZER remarks, “when the art of writing was not 
known, when it was desired to hand down to posterity a memor- 
able action or event, or the remembrance of a distinguished man, 
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the choice of ἃ suitable name was the means of aiding the recol- 
lection.” Thus Homer, 


τόν ῥ' Ἕκτωρ καλέεσκε Σκαμάνδριον, αὐτὰρ ot ἄλλοι 
᾿Αστυάνακτ᾽ " οἷος γὰρ ἐρύετο᾽Ἵλιον “Ἕκτωρ. 


IL. vi. 402. 
Ἷ Him Hector called 
Scamandrios, but Astyanax all else 
In llium named him, for that Hector’s arm 
Alone was the defence and strength of Troy. 
(COWPER.) 


4 


The same writer, in reference to the significance of all names 
in Sanscrit, reprehend’s LANGLES (in MILuIn’s Magaz. Ency- 
clop. 1807), and observes (p. 117), “The busy power of ima- 
gination, especially among the Orientals, which so readily paints 
with lively colours, and especially the passions, which address 
themselves so powerfully to the senses, chose such speaking names 
and allusions.” 

But the view of the significance and importance is exhibited 
most strikingly in the case of the Hebrews, and among them most 
strongly in Genesis. And quite naturally; for in proportion as 
a child-like simplicity marks the human character, will be the 
strength of intuition. Reflection will exert a less powerful con- 
trol ; the contact with the external world will be more lively and 
immediate ; and as the impressions of it are stronger, so much 
more powerful will be the impulse to express by a name, not 
what a thing is in itself, but what it 1s to the individual, which re- 
presents and comprehends for him the thing, as far as it is for 
him. It follows that the same thing may obtain different names, 
according to its different relations—that when the thing alters, so 
does the name, so that the newness of the situation may be dis- 
tinguished by the reception of a new name ; compare, for in- 
stance, Is. lxii. 2, Ixv. 15; Revel. u. 7, iii. 12; that the name is 
always fleeting and changeable, so that it is considered as given 
anew, when the Being to which it is applied makes itself known 
afresh in a lively manner ; that by the authors of the Sacred His- 
tory a particular attention is paid to names, which, according to 
what has been remarked, must form the nucleus of the whole his- 
tory; that God himself, in his revelations, allows names to oc- 
cupy an important place. He himself not unfrequently fixes 
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the names, or, when this is not the case, yet there is generally 
some secret superintendence in reference to them (ex. gr. Saul, 
David, Solomon), so that in the whole history of revelation, there 
scarcely occurs an unmeaning name belonging to any person of 
importance. * 

To confirm and illustrate the preceding remarks, we will exa- 
mine in detail every thing important on this subject that is con- 
tained in the book of Genesis. 

How close the connection is between name and thing—how the 
invention of the former is a proof of having penetrated into the 
latter—how the Name is, as it were, a natural production, a ne- 
cessary offspring of contact with the Thing—is shown in Genesis 
i. 19, where JEHOVAH ELoum™ brings all the creatures to Adam, 
* to see what he would call them, and whatsoever the man called 
every living creature, that was the name thereof.” With Adam 
to see and to call were one: the development of self-knowledge 
by the extension of his knowledge of creation, as it was designed 
by God, took the form of giving names. And, since the names 
were not arbitrary signs, but natural productions, they were also 
permanent. As often as Adam saw a living creature, its name 
would rise afresh in his mind. 

When God declared to the woman that in sorrow she should 
bring forth children, Adam expressed the new knowledge which 
he had received by this declaration of the nature and destiny of 
woman, in the new name Chavvah, Life = the mother of all living. 

The names of their two first sons must have served our first 
parents asa memorial of their situation. Cain (the acquired one) 
appeared to them as a pledge of the restoration of the Divine fa- 
vour ; in Abel (vanity) they beheld an image of their misery. 

All the sorrow which Noah’s parents suffered on account of the 
curse which, in consequence of sin, burdened the earth, and the 
intensity of their longing after redemption, were expressed in the 
name of their son, τὸ vest; ‘this same shall comfort us concern- 
ing our work and toil of our hands,” ver. 29. 





* We shall by this means ascertain what is to be thought of Von BoHLEn’s asser- 
tion (p. 199), that the etymologies of Genesis are extremely forced. It is much easier 
to hazard such assertions than thoroughly to examine the meaning of the names. But 
when this is done, these assertions vanish, as would the complaint expressed (p. 99) of 
the “ perplexed character of Hebrew Literature.” 
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The angel of the Lord knew of no more effectual method of 
imparting the comfort which he had to bring to Hagar, or of any 
more powerful method of enabling her to follow his command, 
than by enjoining her to call the son whom she would shortly 
bear, [ΒΉΜΑΕΙ, = God heareth; and therefore permitted her even 
in what she then experienced, to behold a prophecy and a pledge 
of the future ; the mere allusion to this name, which after it was 
once given would be for ever flourishing, was sufficient to dispel 
all Abraham’s anxieties. Gen. xvii. 20. 

All that Hagar thought and felt at this great juncture (the deep 
feeling of her own unworthiness and of the holiness of God), was 
concentrated in the name which she gave to the place (ch. xvi. 18), 
ἽΝ ὙΠ ἊΞ the fountain of the living vision, where God made 
himself known to his feeble creature without her being destroyed. 
In this name a memorial of the whole transaction was perpetuated 
for her and for all her posterity. 

Before the promise to Abram that he should be “ the Father of 
many nations’ (xvi. 5), and to Sarai that “she should become 
nations’ (xvii. 16), found the beginning of its fulfilment in the 
birth of Isaac, the promise was incorporated in the new names 
given by God, ABrauam (Lather of Nations), and SARAH (a 
Princess). Compare “kings of people shall be of her.” The 
Lord, for the present, could give no stronger support to their weak 
faith, than in this manner to instal them as it were in their future 
possessions ; he could impart for the future nothing more power- 
ful to allay every anxiety about human causality, than the name, 
long before the ¢hing which it expressed. 

‘The name acts a peculiar important part in the history of Isaac, 
so that it may be regarded throughout as its central pot. How 
ail its limes meet in this name, the author makes apparent, since 
he returns to it from the most opposite directions, never lightly 
alluding to it, but so that all the references have a true and deep 
reality, and are as so many lines reaching from the circumference to 
the centre. In this centre, we are placed most securely by the 
passage in Gen. xvi. 12-14: “ Therefore Sarah laughed within 
herself. And the Lord said unto Abraham, wherefore did Sarah 
laugh, saying, shall I of a surety bear a child, which am old? Is 
any thing too hard for Jehovah? Here we see very plainly, that 
the laughter of Sarah arose from a contrast between the fact and 
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the idea; on the one side, her barrenness, and, on the other, the 
promise of God—a contrast which only God’s miraculous power 
could remove, by a reference to which her laughing is here repre- 
sented as without reason. ‘To make this contrast of the idea and 
the fact visible‘and palpable, that the adjustment might afterwards 
be evidently acknowledged as God's work, and Isaac recognised as 
the son of the promise, is the object kept in view in all the Divine 
leadings relative to his birth. It is evidently so in ch. xvi. 17- 
19, “‘ Then Abraham fell upon his face and laughed, and said in 
his heart, Shall a child be born unto him that is a hundred years 
old, and shall Sarah, that is ninety years old, bear ? 
And ELouim said, Sarah thy wife shall bear thee a son ΕΥ̓ τὐ 
and thou shalt call his name Isaac,” (one who laughs, one who 
excites laughter) ἑλληνιστὶ γέλωτα ὀνομασθῆναι. MELO in Ev- 
sEBIUS, Praep. 9,19. And here it is manifest, that the laugh- 
ing was not a laughing of joy, but that it arose from the contrast 
between the fact and the idea, which indeed in this case, when itis 
occasioned by God’s omnipotence, brings joy with it. By these 
two plain passages, another may be explained, which in itself is 
doubtful; ch. xxi. 6, “ And Sarah said, a laughing hath God pre 
pared for me ; everyone who heareth shall laugh on my account.” 
"2-pans? yawns Ὁ Ν ἢ τῶν pos my "28m, There are two modes of 
explaining this verse ; according to one it is the laughter of joy 
and of congratulation (LXX., συγχαρεῖταί μοι. ONKELOS, gyaude- 
bit mecum; ROSENMULLER, ridendi 5. lactandi causam mihi deus 
praebuit—mihi gratulabitur) ; according to the other, it is laugh- 
ter as an expression of wonder, of astonishment. Jon. mirabitur 
me. ‘The latter is the correct one. “1 myself,” says Sarah, “must 
laugh, and others will laugh ;” a laughter like that alluded to in 
the Sacramental Hymn— 


Beider Lachen und auch Zittern, 
Lasset sich in mir jetzt wittern. 


There is an element of joy, but joy is not the basis. Verse 7 sup- 
ports the correct interpretation, which attributes the laughter to 
wondering astonishment. ‘And she said, who would have said unto 
Abraham that Sarah should have given children suck; for I have 
born him a son in his own old age.” ‘The passage in ch. xxi. 9 
still remains. ‘‘And Sarah saw the son of Hagar the Egyptian, 
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which she had born unto Abraham, FT2?.” The apparently mild 
expression, for which Paul has substituted a stronger one more 
corresponding to the fact, ἐδίωκε (Gal. iv. 2%) acquires a fearful 
strength by the reference to the prs, by the contrast contained in 
this reference between what Ishmael did, and what he ought to 
have done. Isaac, the object of holy rejoicing, serves him as a 
butt for his unholy merriment, his profane jesting. He rejoices 
not, but he banters and makes others laugh. ‘The little helpless 
Isaac a father of nations! Unbelief, envy, pride upon carnal 
grounds of pre-eminence, were the motives of his conduct. Since 
he understands not what that means, “Is anything too hard for 
the Lord ?” such a connection of present littleness with future 
greatness strikes him as ridiculous. 

The relation of Gen. xxi. 81 to xxvi. 83 strikingly illustrates 
the close connection between names and things. The first pas- 
sage contains an account of the transactions that passed between 
Abraham and Abimelech: ‘‘ Wherefore he called that place BEER- 
SHEBA = Seven wells; generally but incorrectly rendered, the 
well of the oath. Neither 72% nor "22% means an oath; and the 
“wherefore,” 7272 relates to the seven ewe-lambs mentioned in the 
preceding verse, which Abraham gave to Abimelech. Not that 
the difference is material between “ the well of an oath” or “‘ seven- 
wells.” For the presentation of seven lambs was a usual sym- 
bol at that time—the incorporation of the transaction and the 
oaths—“ because there they two made an agreement by means of 
seven,” Syd 20254 "> (yesiebnet werden) = “they sware both of 
them.” In the second passage, we are told that on the day when 
Isaac made a covenant with Abimelech, he dug a well, and found 
water. ‘“‘ And he called it "22%, Shebah, 1.6. Seven, therefore the 
name of the city is Beer-sheba (Seven wells) unto this day.” 
That Isaac on giving this name to the place had the earlier in- 
stance in his thoughts cannot admit of a doubt, if we notice the 
close imitation of his proceedings throughout, to those of Abra- 
ham. But it looks at first sight, that the author speaks of the 
name as if it was then first given, without intimating that here he 
merely gives an account of its renewal. ‘This can only be ex- 
plained by considering the close connection in his mind of the 
name and the thing. A dead name was to him the same as if it 
had never existed. The relation of which the name Beer-shebah 
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had served for a memorial had ceased. By the renewal of the 
event, the name again came in vogue; it was the same as if newly 
given. 

The native character of Esau and Jacob, of the latter especi- 
ally, the author considers as expressed by their names. The im- 
portance of names is shown in the two belonging to Esau. The 
hairiness to which the name Esau refers, can be regarded only as 
an emblem of a rough disposition, a rude demeanour. ‘The name 
Edom expresses far more strikingly than any abstract word the 
character of rude sensual eagerness. That the accidental circum- 
stance which first occasioned the application of the name Jacob, 
was viewed afterwards only in its symbolical application, so that 
the name would not have been permanent if it had not been thus 
verified in Jacob's character, is shown in ch. xxvu. 36, where Esau 
says, “15 he not rightly named Jacob (Over-reacher), for he hath 
over-reached me these two times? he took away my birthright, 
and behold now he hath taken away my blessing.” Artifice is a 
leading feature in Jacob's natural character. It shows itself in his 
conduct to Esau, to his father, and to Laban. 

The unfixed quality of names is shown by the variations in those 
of Eisau’s wives, which perhaps has not been noticed from trans- 
ferring our manners to those of that age. 

But Jacob appears to have been particularly fond of giving 
names, which may be traced to the predominance in his mental 
qualities of imagination and intuition. ‘The place where God first 
appeared to him could not be a Bethel to him, without being, at 
the same time, called so. He invented the name when he had 
made himself master of the thing. ‘The giving of names proceed- 
ed from the same sense of want as the anointing of stones ; the 
craving after a “>: for the idea. 

The names of all Jacob's sons are memorials of certain relations 
—an expression of the sentiments which, at their birth, most 
strongly affected their mothers. How natural this practice of giv- 
ing names is, is shown by the multitude of false etymologies among 
the heathen, which have most unsuitably been adduced as evidence 
for the existence of etymological myths in the Pentateuch. But 
this purpose they cannot answer, unless it could be shown that 
the etymologies of the Pentateuch are equally false. But if this 
is not done—if they show themselves, on the contrary, to be 
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throughout agreeable to the laws of language, as standing in the 
strictest relation to the objects they represent, then of course the 
conclusion to be drawn will be directly the reverse. 

In Gen. xxxi. 46, the name Galed or Gilead is the necessary 
product of the preceding event; and thus likewise the name Ma- 
hanaim, xxxii. 8 (2). 

In Gen. xxx. 29, Jacob receives from God the name of Isracl 
(the combatant of God), after, by the great victory which his 
faith had won, he had gained for ever a firm spiritual character, 
so that the new man who, as well as the old, had now attained ma- 
turity, made it requisite that besides his old name he should re- 
ceive anew one. ‘The question why the name Abraham, after it 
had once been given, should destroy even the least trace of Abram 
while Jacob is continually alternating with Israel, can only be 
answered from our point of view, and not from a crude external 
consideration of the names. ‘The name Abraham denotes the 
divine appointment. After the promise had been once made, the 
name was unalterably associated with the event. The name Is- 
racl, on the contrary, denotes a subjective state, or at least is 
erounded upon it. Here the old continues to exist along with 
the new. That the name stood in the closest relation to the thing, 
so that it was constantly renewed when the thing appeared again 
in life, is shown by the manner in which the name Israel was a 
second time given to Jacob without any reference to the former 
occasion, or any lint that he was already Israel, Gen. xxxv. 9, 
&e., “ And God appeared unto Jacob again, when he came out of 
Padan-Aram, and blessed him. And God said unto him, Thy 
name is Jacob ; thy name shalt not be called any more Jacob ; 
but Israel shall be thy name, and he called his name Israel.” The 
erection of the altar at Bethel was the culminating point, the ac- 
cumulation of all former gratitude, the resumé of all the worship 
of his past life. Jacob there solemnly acknowledged God as the 
God of Bethel; and to this the solemn appointment of Jacob as 
Israel corresponded. The way from Bethel is to end at Bethel. 
Jacob has built an altar to God who heard him in the day of his 
distress, an‘ was with him in the way wherein he walked. And in 
this way it is that as Eton became JEHOVAH, so Jacob became 
Israel. He is designated Isracl first at the place where he realized 
what the name imports, and thus entered into a new relation with 
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God; but in a preliminary manner. The solemn announcement 
was first issued after he had become confirmed in his new acquisi- 
tion, at the place to which it legitimately belonged. Now that 
Jacob in the full sense had become Israel, the repetition of the 
promise connected with the bestowment of the name, had a far 
higher significancy than before. In this manner we account for 
its being said, with apparent .abruptness, in ver. 15, “and Jacob 
called the name of the place where God spake with him, Bethel.” 
Only a superficial observer would infer from this, that the author 
has been quite ignorant of the earlier naming of the place, or had 
forgotten it. Jacob's whole soul is filled with the present revela- 
~ tion of God; and the appropriateness of the name strikes him 
with a freshness as if used then for the first time. After a suc- 
cession of independent living Bethels, Bethel became a dead and 
mere outward proper name. 

We return to ch. xxxii., where ver. 80 (29) presents us with a 
valuable contribution for our object. ‘ And Jacob asked him (after 
he had wrestled with God and overcome) and said, “Tell me, 1 
pray thee, thy name; and he said, Wherefore is it that thou dost 
ask after my name; and he blessed him there.” Why the inquiry 
after the name is evaded, is shown by the parallel passage in Judges 
xill. 16-18. Manoah there asks the angel of the Lord, whom he 
took for a man, after his name; and he replies, Why askest thou 
thus after my name, seeing it is wonderful ? "S728", Manoah 
had not yet understood the nature of the appearance ; and as long 
as this was too vast for him, a proper name expressive of that nature 
(and a name as a mere sound is not worth a thought) lay beyond 
his mental horizon. And so with Jacob. He felt that God was 
known to him in a higher style than as ἢ or 78; for the new 
fact he wished to have a new form; he desired that God would 
give him in the name a “3!, the key to the peculiar experience 
which had just occurred. ‘This name would henceforth serve as 
a constant representative of the natureof God. But the time was 
not yet come solemnly to impose the new name. ‘The fact must 
be yet more signally verified and more comprehensively known. 
The name at present would be comparatively a t’tulus sine re. 
Had God replied, he would have said JeEHovan. But the event 
was deferred till the Exodus, some centuries later. The answer 
shows us the importance of names generally, the necessity that 
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new events should be connected with the name; the impossibility 
that the name should go before the fact, as the image in a mirror can- 
not be there, or the shadow, sooner than the person. Jacob, driven 
back by the answer into the circle which he would fain have left too 
hastily, calls the place Peniel, although he had an impression that 
He whom he had there seen face to face was higher than >s or sry. 

In the blessing of Jacob on his death-bed, one proof of its 
genuineness is very striking—his inclination to impose names and 
to make allusions to them. 

Such are the contributions to this topic from Genesis. They suf- 
fice to show that originally names were formed in the closest relation 
to things, that the name was the thing itself as far as it could be 
made apparent. Hence, even in the latest Scripture phraseology, 
ὀνόματα is used precisely for persons: “The number of the names 
together was about an hundred and twenty” (Actsi. 15); ‘“ Thou 
hast a few names even in Sardis, which have not defiled their gar- 
ments, and they shall walk with me in white, for they are worthy.” 
Rey. i. 4. It was, however, unavoidable that in whatever belongs 
to earth, a separation should take place between names and things, 
that a multitude of mere names should be retained. Although in 
many cases names have been altered when the appearance of the 
object assumed a different form, yet this has not always been pos- 
sible. Proper names never retained among the Israelites the uncon- 
ditional fixity which they have among us;* yet as little were they 
unconditionally changeable. Jehoiakim was henceforward called 
Jehoiakim, and Jehoiachin remained Jehoiachin even after the Lord 
had put down the one and established the other; only with this 
difference, that Jeremiah’s allusion to the contrast between the 
name and the fact, is not to be considered, as among us might be 
the case, unworthy trifling. (See Christologie, 1. 528.) ‘The 
partiality of the Jews down to the present day for nicknames has 
its root in the original deep importance of names. 

But in reference to God there is never such a separation between 
the name and the fact, such an enfeebling of the name ;t and this 





* For examples of the change of equivalent names for one another, and of the altera- 
tion of names, made in order to bring them nearer the facts in later times, and from ge- 
neral history, see Movers, Ueber die Chronik. p. 156. 

+ Nomina propria were originally distinguished from nomina appellativa only in 
this respect, that the former denoted the thing in its essence, the latter in one particular 
side or aspect ; and, therefore, the former only adhered regularly and constantly to their 
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is quite natural; for the causes which lead to this separation in 
earthly objects, without being able to destroy the principle of the 
internal congruity of names and things, leave the Divine Bemg 
undisturbed. Since he always remains the same, so likewise his 
name always remains the expression of his being, as far as it can 
be thus represented ; it never becomes an empty sound. The em- 
phatical import of ov, when applied to God, we wish to establish 
by some examples, principally such in which the expositors have 
missed the right meaning, in part from ignorance of this emphatic 


monly fanned, “ Thou shalt not utter ΕΣ name of Jehovah thy 
God for untruth.” But we explain them, ‘Thou shalt not at- 
tribute (carry) nothingness to the name of Jehovah thy God.” 
Jehovah, the I AM, who had revealed himself as such to Israel, 
must not be confounded with nothingness. The commandment 
is directed against hypocrisy in general, of which the essence is 
falsehood, the degradation of God into the sphere of nothingness, 
of which perjury is only one species. Against the current version 
it is to be urged, 1. That 8%? never occurs, in prose at least, in the 
sense fo express or utter. 2. That then the important allusion to 
this passage in Ps. xxiv. 4, 72725 9302 No Swen wed ΝῸΣ NOUN ig 
wholly lost. The strict reference of this passage to the decalogue i is 
so apparent that it is even acknowledged by those (as by RosEn- 
MULLER) to whom it must be inconvenient. They maintain that 
Ww) --- mae, 2% an assertion which in itself hardly merits refutation, 
though its erroneousness is shown by the connection (in this pas- 
sage) of the soul with the hands and heart. The words ought to 
be translated, ‘‘ Who doth not carry his soul to nothingness, and 
sweareth not for deceit,” an interpretation γι is confirmed by 
ver. 5, “ He shall bear (receive, Eng. vers.), xv", a blessing from 
Jehovah, and righteousness from the God of his salvation.” sw 
has an evident reference to the preceding words, which would be 
quite lost if it there meant to express, utter. ‘The carrying of the 





object. This distinction remains in God and divine objects. The objection which 
Strauss (Leben Jesu, i. 83) makes to the name Gabriel proceeds merely from his un- 
hesitatingly transferring to the Scriptures, without attending to the biblical idea of px 
ovoua, the distinction of proper and appellative, as it exists in our civil life. Accord- 
ing to his view of the matter, Gabriel might as well have been called Satan. 
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soul to nothingness, to falsehood, is the ground of carrying the 
name of God to falsehood. Man first degrades himself, and then 
God. This is pointed out by the Psalmist ; compare the parallel 
passages in Deut. xxiv. 15; Jerem. xxii. 27; Ps. xxv. 1. 

In Deut. xii. 5 it is said, “ But unto the place which the Lord 
your God shall choose out of all your tribes to put his name there, 
even unto his habitation shall ye seek.” Such superficial expla- 
nations as that of Michaelis, «¢ dicatur hic locus urbs Jehovae, 
are to be entirely rejected. ‘The name is here a reality—God, as 
far as he manifested himself among his people. 

Exod. xx. 24, “In all places Ys ὝΡΙΝ "es, T will come unto 
thee, and bless thee.” Most commentators (MicuaE.is, RosEn- 
MULLER, VATER) understand this expression to mean, commemo- 
rare faciam nomen meum, cultui meo destinabo ; this is contrary 
to the wsus loguendi, for =m means, to remind, to mention, to 
bring to remembrance ; far more correctly ONKELOS and Jona- 
THAN, ubt habitare faciam majestaticam presentiam meam. 
God brings his name to remembrance in choosing this place for 
his habitation, for the unfolding of his being. The 59. 2" on his 
part is the condition of 5: *2"7 on the part of his people. 

Deut. xxviii. 10, “ And all people of the earth shall see that 
the name of Jehovah is called upon thee.” Calling the name of 
Jehovah on any one, is the outward manifestation of his being in 
him and with him. See Christologie, 111. 281. 

Levit. xvii. 21, “And thou shalt not let any of thy seed pass 
through the fire to Moloch ; neither shall thou profane the name 
of thy God; I [am] Jehovah.” If God had no name, the result 
and quintessence of his revelation in Israel, it could not be pro- 
faned. God is not profaned in himself, but only so far as he is 
in Israel. The profaning of a name merely as a name cannot be 
here intended. 

The prohibition of profaning the name of God occurs frequently 
in ch. xix.-xxil. Thus xix. 12, “ Ye shall not swear by my name 
falsely, neither shalt thou profane the name of thy God; I [am] 
Jehovah ;” xxi. 6, it 15 said of the priests, ‘“ They shall be holy 
unto their God, and not profane the name of their God ; for the 
offerings of the Lord made by fire, and the bread of their God 
they do offer, therefore they shall be holy ;” xx. 3; xxu. 2, 82. 
On closer observation it appears that these chapters form a con- 
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nected whole, a compendium of the injunctions relating to the 
sanctification of God in Israel. God is holy in himself, and had 
sanctified himself among his people (on this idea see Christologie, 
iii. 660), wherefore his people also must be holy and sanctify his 
name (1.6., himself, as far as he had manifested himself), and not 
make it an instrument of sin. In ch. xix. 20, the prohibitions 
begin in reference to holiness in manners and morals for all Is- 
raelites. At the close there is a reference to the beginning, xx. 
26, “ And ye shall be holy unto me, for I Jehovah am holy, and 
have severed you from other people, that ye should be mine.” 
Then follow ch. xxi. 22, special commands regarding the sancti- 
fication of the priests. Here also the close alludes to the begin- 
ning, vv. 81, 82, and the expression (xxi. 8) “ I am Jehovah 
which hallow you” is repeated. 

From the passage Exod. xxiii. 21, ‘‘ Beware of him and-obey 
his voice, provoke him not, for he will not pardon your transgres- 
sions, for my name is in him” (see Christologie, i. p. 233). Ac- 
cording to the common view of the name of God as a mere name, 
no right conclusion can be drawn. ‘The last words render it ne- 
cessary that we should understand by the name the Divine Being 
in relation to the Church. 

From the preceding remarks on names generally, and on the 
names of God especially, we obtain for the general enquiry rela- 
tive to the Divine names the following results. 

First, From this point of view, the identity of obs and 
mm is inconceivable. From the close relation of name and thing, 
the twofold name must have a twofold aspect of God for its basis. 
Secondly, When it is apparent that the Pentateuch communicates 
a revelation from God, advancing step by step, till at last it, as 
it were, becomes incarnate in the theocracy, we are warranted ‘to 
expect, by the intimate congruity of name and thing, that the 
Author would mark the difference of the earlier and later age by 
an intentional and appropriate change in the Divine names. As 
Bethel could not be Bethel without being called Bethel, so ELoHiM 
could not become JEHOVAH without receiving at the same time the 
name JEHOVAH. Thirdly, Let it be settled that o°m>s is the more 
general, and JEHOVAH the deep and more discriminating name of 
the Godhead, then we must, from this point of view, expect that 
these names, in the period preceding the complete establishment 


THE RELATION OF JEHOVAH AND ELOHIM. 293 


of the theocracy, would appear to alternate in a different way 
from what would be the case in a later period. This period, as 
the time of the gradual self-development of God, as far as he is 
in the world, and the gradual formation of the knowledge of God 
conditioned by that development, had a mixed character; and ac- 
cordmg as we look at the earlier more imperfect, or at the later 
more perfect state, the mode of contemplating God assumes a 
different form. On one side, the religious condition of this period 
appears allied to that of the later Heathen world ; according to the 
other, we see in it already the same elements which were at last 
combined and concentrated in the theocracy. This mixed cha- 
racter, in the period preceding the theocracy, must have certainly 
occasioned a mingled use of the names JEHOVAH and ELourM, 
as in God especially (as we have shown) the name and reality 
were considered as standing in the closest connection. And as 
the one or the other side, the relation to the earlicr, or the re- 
lation to the later peried, the analogy to the Heathen world, or 
the analogy to the theocracy predominated, must the name JE- 
HOVAH or the name ELourM have been brought into use. And the 
view of the use of the Divine names, which, to a superficial 
observer, may appear too artificial, appears from this point of 
view as so natural, that we may enter on the enquiry with a confi- 
dent anticipation of finding it confirmed. 

If we now turn to the special results which the enquiry respect- 
ing the Divine names, as they occur in Ex. vi., ascertains,* as 
far as that passage is used to support the assertion, that the 
name Jehovah owes its introduction to the Mosaic age, it appears 
that the name in it cannot be considered as an empty name, 





* It shows, at the same time, what is to be thought of Le Cierc’s observation on 
Iixod. 11. 15, “this is my name for ever, and this is my memorial unto all genera- 
tions”—that these words show incontestably, nomen hoc, antea inusitatum, in poste- 
rum a deo sumi. ‘That the name here is only to be considered as a manifestation of 
the Divine nature, is confirmed by Ps. cxxxv. 13, where it is introduced after an enu- 
meration of the early glorious manifestations of the Lord, “' ‘hy name, O Jehovah, 
endureth for ever; and thy memorial, O Jehovah, throughout all generations.” The 
Psalmist beholds in these practical manifestations a verification of all the declara- 
tions of the Lord, and a pledge that they would be verified by similar practical mani- 
festations in future (compare v. 14, where he grounds the hope on this expression, 
that “the Lord will judge his people, and be merciful to his servants,” in allusion to 
Dent. xxxii. 36), so that certainly here name is not to be taken in a bare and naked 
sense, 
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but that the clause, “by my zame JEHOVAH,” is equivalent to 
“in my character as JEHOVAH.” ‘The name of God here, as 
everywhere else, is that portion of the Divine nature which is ac- 
tually exhibited. The passage itself assures us of the same re- 
sult. In whatever God’s not being known by the name JEHOVAH, 
in a former age, consisted, whether it was nominal or real, must 
be determined from what is said in the sequel of Jehovah's being 
known at that time (especially v. 7, “ And ye shall know that I, 
JWHOVAH, am your God.”) If this being known was a practical 
thing—if it was effected, not by God’s calling himself JEHOVAH, 
but by his showing himself as JEHOVAH, in redeeming his people 
with a strong hand and an outstretched arm—then his not being 
known in an earlier period must also have been practical. That 
it does not concern the name as such, but the real fact indicated 
by it, appears from the circumstance, that for orbs, which is 
more commonly used throughout Genesis, "τὸ bx, and which is es- 
sentially equivalent, is here substituted. A synonym might also 
have been used for mm», if any such had been in existence. It is 
also to be considered, that in one member of the contrast, the 
mention of the name is altogether wanting; as E] Shaddai, >x3 
ὙΦ αὖ is said, not by my name El] Shaddai. This shows that 
the name is introduced in the other member of the sentence, 
only as an expression of reality, that 7? Ὁ. is equivalent to 
mma. We are led to the same result by a comparison of the pa- 
rallel passage in ch. iii. 18. The enquiry after God’s name, which 
Moses there made on behalf of the children of Israel, and from 
the answer to which he expected so much, would have had no 
meaning, if the name were regarded as a mere name, if it was 
not rather treated as a designation of the nature of God, as he 
stood in relation to his people, and made himself known in his 
intercourse with them. ‘That it did not relate to words and syl- 
lables, but to the reality, appears from this, that at first the reality 
is designated by another form—L/hjch asher Ehjeh, and Eljeh. 
It is therefore certain that the passage gives no direct answer 
whatever to the enquiry respecting the date of the name JEHOVAH. 
Nor by means of it can we refute those who maintain its later origin. 
The result of the general examination of the names, which, on 
the one hand, frees us from them, seems on the other side to de- 
liver us again into their hands. The passage treats, not of the 
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promulgation of the name JEHOVAH, but of the revelation of God 
as JEHOVAH; but if this, as the literal sense seems to require, 
must be considered as altogether foreign to the past, and belong- 
ing only to the future—so by the proved close connection of names 
and things, the name JEHOVAH as such must exist first in that age 
—at an earlier period it could only have been a mere ¢iteulus sine 
re, ἃ mere empty sound. 

The question therefore arises, Is the opposition of the earlier 
non-revelation, and the present revelation of God as Jehovah, 
which. is verbally represented as absolute, to be viewed as absolute 
in point of fact? Or is it rather to be explained by a reference 
to the effect of the vastly more glorious and perfect revelation of 
the later period on the feelings, in eclipsing the former, and mak- 
ing it as if it had never existed ? 

This latter supposition is not decidedly opposed by the former. 
For that the less, in relation to the incomparably greater, should 
be regarded as non-existent, 15 by no means unusual, and has nu- 
merous analogies of Scripture in its favour. ‘Thus, for instance, 
the passage from Jerem. xxxi. 31, where (as we have proved in 
the Christologie) the relative contrast appears under the form 
of the absolute—difference of degree under the form of differ- 
ence of kinds. Thus John i. 17, where it is said, that “ the 
law was given by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus 
Christ.” | 

But for the positive establishment of this supposition, the pas- 
sage in Exodus i. 15, 16, will be sufficient. ‘‘ Thus shalt thou 
say unto the children of Israel, JEHovau, the God of your fathers, 
the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, 
hath sent me unto you. . . . Go gather the elders of Israel 
together, and say unto them, JEHovAH, the God of your fathers, 
hath appeared unto me, &c. Here JEHOVAH is ex- 
pressly denominated the God of the patriarchs. What he did for 
them, and by which his nature was made known to them, that was 
to be regarded by their descendants as a practical prophecy, a 
pledge of what they might expect from Him. When it was said, 
shortly after, that Jenovan had xo¢ made himself known to their 
fathers, but was now first about to reveal himself, who can under- 
stand it in any other sense than that he would now show himself 
to be JEHOvAH in all his glory, in the full manifestation of his 
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nature, so that his earlier manifestation should no more be thought 
of, and the earlier JEHovaH again be merged in the generality of 
ars ? How could the meaning be, that JeHovaH would now 
for the first time make his appearance as an altogether a new Deus 
ex machina ? Even if JEHovAH were the national God of Israel, 
this could not be maintained ; but how much less would JEHOVAH 
allow himself to be excluded from their earlier history if he, as 
the derivation and the wsus loguendi show, is only the potentiated 
ELOoHIM! 

The following is the correct collective view of the passage. 
Hitherto, that Being who, in one aspect, was JEHOVAH, in another, 
had always been ELonim. The great crisis now drew nigh in 
which JEHOVAH-EXLOHIM would be changed into JeHovay. In 
the prospect of this event God solemnly announced himself as 
JEHOVAH. ‘Then follows the genealogy of Moses and Aaron, who 
would enter on their office at the same time with JEHovan’s mani- 
festation of himself; and now, without further delay, the great 
drama opens. Ranke’s remark to justify the insertion of the 
genealogy in this place, “it may be allowed to say that every 
thing hitherto has related to the calling of Moses, but he now 
comes before us decidedly as divinely commissioned, as the called,” 
may, mutatis mutandis, be applied to JEHOovAH. Hitherto he 
was in the process of becoming JEHOVAH (der werdende Jehovah) ; 
henceforth he was actually become JEnHovan (der Gewordene). 
A turning point is here reached which presents a certain analogy 
to regeneration. As that necessarily presupposes the preparatory 
operations of Divine grace, and only by degrees completes itself 
in sanctification ; so here also the turning point has for its foun- 
dation the preparative agency of JEHOVAH, and is not the comple- 
tion itself, but only the way which necessarily and certainly leads 
to it; so that He who now, in the most important respects, is 
JEHOVAH, but yet for some time longer be relatively ELoHIM ; 
as at an earlier period, when in the most important respects he 
was EXLOHIM, might be relatively JEHOVAH. 

Thus we have shown, that from the beginning the names JE- 
HOVAH and EXLOHIM were co-existent. We shall now attempt to 
determine more exactly their internal relation, and begin with 
examining what the same passage, Exod. vi., presents to us on 
this subject. 
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The common view is, that the name JEHOVAH in this place 
especially relates to the faithfulness of God in the fulfilment of 
his promises. Thus, for instance, AMAMA (in RELAND's Decas, Ρ. 
166), remarks, “ Veracitatem potessimum spectat Deus. q. d. 
apparut quidem Abrah. etc. nomine El Schaddai atque ita 
docui me posse ipsis praestare promissionem terrae Canaan ; 
at in nomine Jehovah ete., 1.6. nondum praestiti ipsis quod 
promist. But this view has neither a gencral foundation, in 
the etymology and the use elsewhere, of the name JEHOVAH, nor 
ἃ special one in the passage itself. It relates to the complete 
unfolding of the Divine nature. Faithfulness in the fulfilment of 
promises only so far comes under consideration as the immanent 
nature of God is therein manifested. Not merely because he was 
mindful of his covenant, but also because he heard the ery of the 
children of Isracl, led them forth, judged their enemies, made Is- 
racl his peculiar people, and brought them into the land of promise 
—trom being EL Suappati or ELourm (that these terms are essen- 
tially the same may be inferred from the passages in Genesis already 
referred to, as xxxv. 9 (11), where they stand in conjunction), he 
became JEHOVAH. EL Suappat is the undeveloped JEHOVAH ; 
JEHOVAH is the potentiated EL Suappar. Catvrn has very cor- 
rectly stated the relation of the two names ; “ Quast diceret se Abr. 
et altis putribus manifestasse quanta virtute pracditus sit ad 
suos tucndos et servandos et ipsos caperientia sensisse, quam 
protenter atque efficaciter suos foveat, sustentet ac juvet. 
Quamvis autem predicet que in illos contulit beneficia, negal 
famen se tllis fuisse cognitum in nomine suo Jehovah, quo sig- 
nificat, se nunc posterts Wlustrius patefacere delectis suis glo- 
riam. ‘The mutual relation of the two names is quite suitable 
to their derivation and meaning. In ELonrm and ΕἸ, ΘΗΛΌΡΑΙ 
the Godhead is contemplated only in its most outward relation; 
as the stage in subjective religion corresponding to them—the 
mere sense of dependence, is the lowest of all. Where the God- 
head is only recognised in its omnipotence, as a combination of 
powers, religion comes under C1cERo’s superficial definition (De 
Invent. 11.22 and 53), “ Religio est, que superioris cujusdam na- 
lure, quam divinam vocant, curam caeremoniamgue affert.” 
As far as God appeared to the Patriarchs merely as EL Suappai 
or ELourm (that there was also a manifestation of Him as JEHO- 
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vAH has been shown above), the remark of Nirzscu in speaking 
of the Greeks, is applicable (Veber den Religionsbegriff der Alten 
Stud. 1. 8, p. 541). “ The Greeks were acquainted with no other 
mark of piety than one by which it expresses a sensible, acknow- 
ledged, practical dependence on God—a passive, submissive, mor- 
tified sentiment.” The terms most generally used are εὐσέβεια, 
τὸ εὐσέβες, TO θεοσεβές. Fear is the leading idea of σέβεσθαι, 
σεβας ; δεισιδαιμονία θρησκεῖν, φοβεῖσθαι το θεῖον through all 
periods of Hellenism. In sm, on the contrary, the superior 
natura, quam divinam vocant, assumes a determinate form, a 
marked personality. It is the only name of God which describes 
him according to his innermost nature, as MAIMONIDES (quoted 
by Drustius, Tetragrammaton in RELAND’S Decas, p. 42), has 
remarked, “‘ Omnia nomina creatoris quae inveniuntur in libris 
ss. sumta sunt ab operibus, praeter unum nomen, sc. Tetra- 
grammaton, quod est proprium et, et tdcirco vocatur nomen, se- 
paratum, quia significat substantiam creatoris significatione 
pura in quo non est participatio. Alia vero nomina ipsius glo- 
riosa significant cum participatione, quia sumta sunt ab operi- 
bus.” It is for this reason the only name of God which can be 
considered as a nomen proprium, as ABEN Esra (in RELAND, p. 
29) has noticed. This distinction from all the other names of 
God has impressed itself in the language ; > has no plural, no 
article, no construct state. Even in the sacred Scriptures, as Lev. 
xxiv. 12, 16, and later in the Jewish phraseology, 551 is without 
hesitation substituted for sr, which implies that this was the 
name simply, and without any concomitants, while all other de- 
signations of the Divine Being were scattered over separate attri- 
butes and relations. | 

It still remains to point out how the passage furnishes an impor- 
tant explanation of the manner in which ELoutm becomes JEHO- 
VAH. ‘This was effected, it informs us, not by verbal instructions 
respecting his nature which he communicated through Moses to 
the people—not by a pure internal operation on the dispositions 
of the people, by which their sense of religion became more defi- 
nite and elevated, but by a succession of historical facts by which 
the religion of the people became more and more developed. 
ELouim became JEHOVAH by a historical process. He elevated 
their hearts to himself in heaven, by descending to earth, and there 
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unfolding his nature in his acts. Here the truth is shown which 
lies at the basis of the definition given by many, of JEHOVAH as the 
.God of Revelation. Lucker justly remarks (Comm. Zum. Job, 2 
ed. p. 213), “Man cannot know the nature of God immediately 

and in itself. We know God in his revelation, in his capability 
of being revealed, and only in his attributes is his nature known 
and manifest to us in a distinct and living way.” ‘Thus the true 
religion must necessarily have a historical character (on this sub- 
ject see Nirzscu, System, p. 48; and Sack in his Aypol. p. 30), 
and this historical character—the transition grounded on facts, 
from ELouiIM to JEHOVAH, forms its distinction from all false reli 
gions. Only asuperficial contemplation can consider Monotheism 
as the essential preéminence of the religion of Israel, and thus 
place it on a level with the isolated monotheistic attempts of anti- 
quity (see Nirzscu, Religionsbegr. Ὁ. 745 ; Sack, p. 84). Had 
ul heathenism been monotheistic, still this one God would always 
have been and remained ELouIM ; only, by evidences and facts, 
iLonimM became JEHOVAH, and came in the place of the unity of 
the powers of Nature, the living personal God both above and 
within the universe, who alone has the power to unite those to 
whom he has given testimonies of himself into a truly religious 
community. ‘hat KLonrm became JEHOVAH is the object of the 
whole sacred history ; to show how he became so is the main prin- 
ciple of its representations. 

Another remarkable passage from which we may learn the es- 
sential nature of JEHOVAH (and thus his relation to ELoHIM), is 
Iixodus xxiv. 6, 7, where God delineates it as a commentary on 
his appearance to Moses. When the Lord “ passed by before” 
Moses, he proclaimed (checking curiosity, and drawing off atten- 
tion from the outward to the inward) the moral meaning of the 
appearance, and thus secured its operation on the heart ; “‘ JEHOo- 
vAH—JEHOVAH, God merciful and gracious, long suffering and 
abundant in mercy and truth, keeping mercy for thousands, for- 
giving iniquity, and transgression, and sin, and will not destroy ; 
visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children and upon the 
children’s children, unto the third and fourth generation.” Here 
the moral attributes are especially presented as forming the es- 
sence of JEHOVAH'S nature. JEHOVAH, not ELout, is the mer- 
ciful one and the Judge. And this is perfectly natural ; for, in 
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the general notions of religion, these qualities are exactly those 
that are least prominent. They are connected most immediately 
with personality which is not contained in the general notion of 
religion, or at least only faintly indicated. LonIM, in its deriva- 
tion and form, has no reference to personality and moral charac- 
ter. JEHOVAH, the I ΑΜ, the pure BEING, forms the contrast not 
merely to physical, but to moral negation and privation. He is 
exalted not only above the transitory but the sinful. 

‘Those passages also are to be considered where JEHOVAH 15 dis- 
tinguished as the God of the spirits of all flesh, as that Being who 
gives to his creatures (in themselves helpless and miserable) ζωὴν 
καὶ πνοὴν Kal τὰ πάντα (Acts xvii. 25); Num. xvi. 22, “And 
they (Moses and Aaron) fell upon their faces, and said, JEHovan, 
God of the spirits of all flesh, wilt thou on account of the sin of 
one ian be wroth with all the congregation?” xxvii. 17, (16), 
where Moses, a little time before his death, said, ‘“‘ Let JEHovan, 
the God of the spirits of all flesh, set a man over the congregation. 
ELOuIM is indefinitely elevated above created beings ; but JEHO- 
VAH is their soul, and hence the ground of all hope, the comfort 
of all the forlorn. These passages show very plainly what opi- 
nion we are to form of the use of the phrase “116 Hternal,” 
for JEHOVAH, which is approved by many modern, and particu- 
larly Jewish, writers. This is only admissible, if the vulgar no- 
tion of the eternity of God be rectified (SCHLEIERMACHER, Glau- 
benslehre, i. p. 395), so that it is not conceived of as an inert 
attribute, but mm connection with his almightiness and eternal 
energy. If Nirzscu’s definition be adopted (§ 67. God is eter- 
nal; that is, not only exempt from the succession of time, and 
the limits of temporal existence, but also is the effective cause of 
time and of temporal things), the predicate, ‘‘ The Eternal,” loses 
its icy coldness, and can then perhaps be allowed as a translation 
of JeHovaH.”’* Far more distinctive than the fashionable epi- 
thet “the Eternal,” is Luther’s “der Herr,” though it is quite 
foreign from the strict verbal meaning, and is properly a transla- 
tion of ss. 





* The Arabic designation of God, ASS, subsistens, gut per se suaque essentia sub- 


sistit (v. KRUGER, de nomm, dei Arabicis, Leipz., 1759) is far more superficial. 
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These passages, moreover, prove that the pure being of God is 
not inert, but that He, as the I ΑΜ, is the ground and root of all 
existence (CALVIN, vocatur Jehovah quod a seipso habeat esse 
et arcana, insptratione omnia sustineat) ; that the Graecus Vene- 
tus was correct in fact, though perhaps verbally incorrect, in his 
conceptions of mm, when he rendered it by ὁ ὀντουργός, or by 
ὁ ὀντωτής, the latter of which, as Dipymus (p. 50) has fully 
proved, gives the same sense, and denotes not THE BEING, but 
the maker of being, who calls into existence.* 

Lastly, these passages fully justify Nrrzscu (System, § 61) in 
considering the designation of God as a Spirit (John iv. 24) as 
parallel with the name mm. Since from the idea of JEHOVAH 
that of God as the Father of Spirits is deduced, JEHovaH appears 
to be equivalent to Spirit. Since he is in himself a spirit, so to 
him belongs everything that partakes of spirit among created 
beings. To maintain, however, the identity of “spirit” with mr, 
it must be taken as by Nitzsch, init true and full import; God is 
a spirit, not merely as he is, simply in himself, perfect, but also 
inasmuch as He is, on account of the most absolute reality of 
his own Being, the Creator and annihilater of all things, inas- 
much as he who alone hath immutability (1 Tim. vi. 16) forms 
the only source of all reality in the mutable. 

ELoHIM, as we have already shown, becomes JEHOVAH only 
through Revelation, only by a historical process; but after he has 
in this way become JEHOVAH, he is recognised as operating not 
only in the facts of Revelation, but also in the facts of Nature. 
The religious principle, when it has once attained distinctness and 
life, beholds everywhere the living and personal God. From a 
multitude of proofs we adduce only one. Ps. cxxxv. 6, 7, “ What- 
soever JEHOVAH pleased, that did he in heaven and in earth, in 
the sea and all deep places. He causeth the vapours to ascend 
from the ends of the earth, he maketh lightnings for the rain ; 
he bringeth the wind out of his treasuries.” Then follows what 
the same JEHovan had specially done for Israel. Such passages 





* Hence also appears what is to be thought of Vatke’s assertion (p. 672) that the 
idea of an original ground, in opposition to created existence, cannot be contained in 
Jehovah, since in this case simple being must be more exactly determined. Certainly 
Jehovah does not etymologically mean the Creator, but since Jehovah is the absolute 
Being, he is also the Creator. 
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are inexplicable on the principle that JeHovan is merely the God 
of Revelation, or that he was only the national God of Israel. 

But, on the other hand, the name ELourIm stands not unfre- 
quently in passages which treat of the facts of Revelation. This 
name, although in itself less weighty, can in certain circumstances 
be very important. ‘Thus in 1 Kings xiv. 22, “ The word of Ha- 
ELOHIM came unto Shemaiah, the man of Ha-Etontm.” Reho- 
boam had previously resolved to make war with Israel. The Divine 
purposes were opposed to the human. On account of the evident 
connection of a 3, and peo “8, the former arbxyn, which 
in this connection is more expressive than mm, cannot be changed 
(as Ewald thinks) into s. Thus 1 Sam. xxiii. 7, “ ELonit™m 
hath delivered him into my hand;” and v. 14, ‘‘ but God deli- 
vered him not into his hand.” JrHovaun, the God of Israel, who 
heard David (v. 10), of whom he asked counsel by the ephod, is 
the agent, but it is intended to mark the opposition to human 
causes and human projects, and therefore the general divine name 
is chosen. Thus in 1 Sam. xxvi. 8, Abishai meant to point out 
that God, not man, not David himself, had given Saul into his 
hand. 1 Sam. xiv. 45, ‘ As JEHovAH liveth, there shall not one 
hair of his head fall to the ground, for he hath wrought with ELo- 
HIM this day.” God had declared for him by the event, so that 
no man dare declare against him. 

On the other hand, ELon1M sometimes stands where we might 
expect JEHOVAH, owing to a sentiment of reverential fear. The 
most striking example is in 2 Sam. xi. 16. As a punishment for 
David's transgression against JEHOVAH, his child was to die; ver.14, 
“JEHOVAH struck the child,” and He was the only Being who could 
save it. ““ David, therefore, besought Ha-EKLonim” for its life, 
ver. 16. That he expected its recovery from JEHOVAH, appears 
particularly from ver. 22, “for I said, who can tell whether God 
will be gracious to me that the child may live ?” But he did not 
venture to address his prayer directly to JEHovAH, from a dread of 
his holiness and wrath against sin. [ἢ a multitude of passages, 
particularly in the Psalms, EKLout™ is chosen, with a reference to 
the misuse of JeHovan, which changed the name that in itself was 
the stronger, into the weaker. The surrounding heathen, and 
those who were heathenishly disposed in Israel, recognised in JE- 
HOVAH, the God of Israel, but not God in himself, the possessor of 
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the whole fulness of the Godhead. But better the Godhead than 
a god. In all such passages JEHOVAH 15 implied ; the simple orbs 
is equivalent to obs mm. Always to make express mention of 
JEHOVAH was not necessary, since he was the undisputed pos- 
session of Israel; only his title to mrbx was subject to dispute. 
Living piety, too, could fill up what was deficient in the names 
of God. 

‘The Heathen commonly spoke not of JEHovAuH, but of ELOHIM. 
The exceptions show that this fact is not to be explained as aris- 
ing from a superstitious dread of polluting the holy name, and that 
ELOHIM was not put in the mouths of those who were not Israel- 
ites from a childish jealousy on account of the possession of the 
name (JEHOVAH) as such. So, for instance, 1 Sam. xxix. 6, 
“Then Achish called David, and said unto him, surely as JEHo- 
vAH liveth, thou hast been upright.” 1 Kings x. 9, where the 
Queen of Sheba says to Solomon, ‘‘ Blessed be JEHovan thy God, 
which delighteth in thee, to set thee on the throne of Israel; be- 
cause JEHOVAH loved Israel for ever, therefore made he thee King 
to do judgment and justice.” 1 Kings v. 21 (7), “ And it came 
to pass, when Hiram heard the words of Solomon, that he rejoiced 
ereatly, and said, blessed be JEHovanH this day, which hath given 
unto David a wise son over this great people.” But as little can 
these facts be explained, however we may be inclined, merely from 
looking at these passages, by assuming that, according to the view 
of the sacred writers, JEHOVAH was merely the national god of the 
Israelites, so that he could be only thus named by the Heathens 
when their relations to Israel were concerned. On the contrary, 
Jehovah is used by Laban, Jethro, and Balaam, as the name of 
the Most High God, the Ruler of the whole World, the Lord of 
their lives in all their relations. The reason of its being employed 
is not to be sought in any design on the part of the sacred writers, 
who envied no one the name of JEHOVAH, who looked forward with 
longing to the time when “over all the earth there should be one 
JEHOVAH and his name one,” Zech. xiv. 9, but in the fact itself, in 
the internal relation of Heathenism and Christianity. JEHovan 
was also the God of the Heathen, but had only testified of himself 
in Israel—had only in Israel so clearly unfolded his nature that 
the light partially illuminated the surrounding darkness. ‘The 
Heathen, as long as they were ignorant of what had transpired in 
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Israel, occupied the position of the general knowledge of God ; 
they spoke only of ELonim, for they knew the Deity under no 
other character. Whenever they spoke of JEHOVAH, it is evident 
such language was owing to their connection with Israel. ‘The 
passages relating to this subject fall under two classes. In the 
first place, such as indicate no essential and real progress in reli- 
gious knowledge. ‘To this class belong the three passages already 
quoted. SCHMID is quite mistaken when he remarks in reference 
to Achish, a verd religione non videtur fuisse alienus. JEHO- 
VAH in these passages is only regarded as the God of Israel. Dis- 
joined from ELourm, he is ranked with the heathen gods. The 
expressions of Laban, Jethro, and Balaam, remain to be more fully 
considered. In these instances their religious knowledge as re- 
gards the facts of Revelation, was really more developed. To them 
JEHOVAH was not an isolated manifestation of KLoutM, but the 
potentiated ELonrm himself. They acknowledged, it is true, that 
JEHOVAH specially belonged to Israel, but on that account he was 
not less to them than ELouIM, but greater. Their knowledge of 
the relation of JeHovaH and ELour™ differed from that possessed 
by a believing Israelite, only in being less pure, less clear, less 
natural, less confirmed, so that the obscurity of their religious sen- 
timents was only illuminated by it at intervals, and soon relapsed 
into a dim generality. But their language confirms the correct- 
ness of Nirzscu’s excellent remark (4421. tiber den Religionsbe- 
γί, p. 740), on the relation of the Israelitish religious knowledge 
to that of the rest of mankind, or, in other words, the relation of 
JEHOVAH to KLonim ; “The God of Israel, notwithstanding this 
elevation and spirituality, was not known, like the θεῖον of the 
Greeks, but by witnesses and acts; but still no contrariety exists 
between him and God as known by nature—Him whose existence 
lies at the foundation of all religion ; for JEHovAH is ELOHIM or | 
Zebaoth as wellas El Shaddai. The national limitation was com- 
patible with the widest extension. The God of Israel is equally 
withdrawn from all defined limits and sensible appearances, as he. 
is present to every manifestation of life. 

In reference to the use of ELouimM and JEHOVAH in the remain- 
ing books of the Old Testament, Ewan gives a useful collection 
of materials, although his explanations, as we have already shewn, 
need various corrections. Several particulars will be noticed in 
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in that part of our work to which they belong. But before we 
come to these, we would only occupy ourselves briefly with the 
Divine names in the book of Job. 

The author, as is well-known, commonly uses the name JE- 
HOVAH, yet he also employs ELourM, and always where only the 
general idea of the Godhead is to be expressed ; as, for instance, 
ch. i. 16, “ Fire of ELoutm,” for lightning—as Divine, heavenly 
fire, in opposition to what is common and earthly. Job commit- 
ted no folly against God (EKLouHIM), v. 22, where there is an im- 
plied contrast of heaven and earth, God and man ; the angels are 
sons of ELoHIM, in general a Divine race, of a Divine nature, 
&c. JEHOVAH likewise is found in the Epilogue, and in the in- 
terspersed historical notices, as xxxviil. 1, xl. 1, 3, 6. On the 
other hand, in the body of the work, in the discourses of Job and 
his friends, we find the general Divine names =-ty, =x, &e., with 
the exception of xi. 9, where mm is used. 

It has been attempted to explain these facts in various ways. 
Several have inferred from them the spuriousness of the prologue 
and epilogue. But they are then driven to the forced supposition, 
that the name JEHovaAnH has been introduced from a prologue and 
epilogue, composed at a later period by the transcribers ; also in 
xxxvil. 1, lx. 1, 3,6, xlii.1. They must likewise consider m= in 
ΧΙ. 9, as spurious, though the critical authorities for the reading 
mx (not “8 as Eichhorn states), are very inconsiderable ; see DE 
Rosst, and are so much less deserving of notice, since it might so 
easily be suggested to change the => that does not elsewhere occur 
into the common x. But, apart from all these difficulties, and 
from other arguments for the genuineness of the prologue and epi- 
logue, the problem is not solved by this hypothesis. For the question 
still remains, How came the author of the prologue and epilogue 
to introduce the name JEHOVAH, and the author of the discourses 
to abstain from using it? 

Others, as ErcuHorn (Hind. v. § 644) maintain that the author 
always uses JEHOVAH in the prologue and epilogue, but in the 
poem itself ELgAn and similar names, because he wished to dis- 
tinguish himself from the disputants, and to represent himself as 
younger than the parties in the dialogue. But this view rests 
on the opinion which we have already shewn. to be untenable—the 


later origin of the name mm, which no Israelite ever imagined ; 
U 
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it can remove the obstacle presented in xii. 9 only by an arbi- 
trary alteration of the text, or by taking for granted that the au- 
thor here forgot himself. Lastly, the passage in 1. 21, where Job 
exclaims, “ JEHOVAH hath given, JEHOVAH hath taken away, 
blessed be the name of JEHOVAH,” is conclusive against it. How 
could the author, if he had formed such a design, put the name 
of JEHOVAH in Job’s mouth, as it were, in limine ? 

Others again (BeRtTHOLDT, Hind. v. p. 2153; GESENIUS, 
Thes. s. v. orbs) maintain that the author thought that ms was 
more suitable and emphatic for poetical composition, and that mm 
which is common in the historical books was an appropriate de- 
signation of the Divine Being in prose. But this view can be 
proved to be untenable on general grounds. Of all the Divine 
names, JEHOVAH is precisely the most exalted. The most fer- 
vid poetry can celebrate God under no worthier name. That this 
name occurs so frequently in the historical books, is not to be 
explained from the circumstance of their being written in prose, 
but from their being occupied with recording the acts of JEHO- 
vAH. ‘The book before us is against this view. Job's religious 
character is expressed so vividly in ch. i. 2], that the name used 
here was certainly chosen by the author as the most exalted and 
solemn. But still more in ch. xii. 9, where the name JEHOVAH 
stands at the head of a most sublime description of the Divine 
glory, and in this position maintains itself against all critical at- 
tempts, and is evidently chosen on purpose. SCHULTENS has 
noticed this relation of the name to the context—‘“ Hwic illustri 
aspectut accommodatissimum nomen Jehovah, quod alias in 
sermonibus Jobi et amicorum non occurrens dedita opera vide- 
tur adhilhitum ad infinitam majestatem et perfectionem entis 
supremt consignandam.” 

The correct view must be sought for in the main design of the 
book. The solution of the great question which it handles, is not 
given by referring to particular expressions in the revealed word 
of God, nor is there any reference to the revelation of God in 
historical events. The problem is rather treated @s one belonging 
to Natural Theology, with the help of reason and experience, 
enlightened by the Spirit of God. The position is that of the 
religious sentiment, enlightened by inward and outward revelation, 
but evidently the author has abstained from marking with dis- 
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tinctness what has been received from revelation. In short, he 
observes that conduct which all Natural Theology must observe, 
or it ceases to be either Theology or Natural. If the author was 
resolved to remain on the ground of general religious sentiment, 
it was also natural that he should confine the speakers in general 
to the use of that Divine name which corresponded to such a 
position. Only on one occasion he allows Job to pass over these 
limits, when the inferior and vague names of God could not satisfy 
his sense of the Divine glory. This apparent oversight, this sud- 
den transition into foreign ground, was in fact the result of the 
most deliberate intention. 

It is in favour of this view, not only that it harmonizes with 
what all the other books of Scripture express on the relation of 
mm to the other Divine names, and that it satisfactorily explains 
all the facts, while it is free from the difficulties that are attached 
to other views ; but it is specially recommended by analogies con- 
tained in the book itself. With a similar design with which the 
author avoids the use of the word JEHOVAH, he has laid the scene 
in the age preceding Moses, beyond the bounds of Palestine, in the 
neighbouring country of Arabia, and has taken all the interlocu- 
tors from a people living out of the circle of Divine revelation—a 
fiction which he has carried out in the most careful and artistical 
manner, even in the delineation of nature and of manners, in 
withholding all special references to the Mosaic law, and in the in- 
tentional selection of archaic and obsolete words, so that many have 
taken the fiction for truth, and the book to be written before the age 
of Moses, and not by an Israelite. The only object of this fiction 
is to show that the solution of the problem must be obtained, not 
on the ground of Revelation, but of Natural Theology. The book 
of Ecclesiastes presents us with another remarkable analogy. Here 
also the name JEHOVAH is carefully avoided, and for similar rea- 
sons, and with an accompanying complete avoidance of the lan- 
guage and facts of Revelation, which is so much the more impor- 
tant, the more evident the relationship of the two books. 
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GENESIS. 


Chap. i. 2,8.—THE use of »7x in this section is constant and ex- 
_ clusive. The contents are in general of a kind that the name JEHO- 
VAH might have been suitably employed. We have already remark- 
ed, that JEHovAH frequently appears as the Creator of heaven and 
earth. But it is our design here to confirm our assertion by se- 
veral examples, since it is of great importance for the whole view 
of the use of the Divine names. Thus, in passages of the Penta- 
teuch which contain references to the part now under considera- 
tion, it is said, ‘‘ For in six days JEHovAH made heaven and earth, 
the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the seventh day ; 
wherefore JEHOVAH blessed the seventh day, and hallowed it.” 
Exod. xxii. 11; xxxi. 17. In Psalm civ., which celebrates the 
works of Nature, the name JEHOVAH is used throughout. “ ‘The 
trees of JEHOVAH,” v. 16. “ O JEHOVAH, how manifold are thy 
works ! in wisdom thou hast made them all ; the earth is full of thy 
riches,” v. 24. Psalm viii., which embodies the substance of our 
section in the form of a prayer, begins and ends with, “Ὁ JEHovAH 
our Lord, how excellent is thy name in all the earth!” In Psalm 
Xxxili. 6, it 15 said, with an evident reference to our section, “ By 
the word of JEHOVAH were the heavens made, and all the host of 
them by the breath of his mouth. In Isaiah xh. 5, JEHovAH is 
said to be “ he that created the heavens and stretched them out ; 
he that spread forth the earth and that which cometh out of it.” 
But in one passage ELOHTM must stand under all circumstances, 
namely, Gen. i. 27. “So ELout created man in his own image, 
in the image of ELonim created he him:” that here orbs is un- 
avoidably necessary, is evident from its repetition in the passages 
where the same event is recorded, v. 1, and ix. 7 (6). Also by 
analogy n*ntx 5 is used to designate angels, for which mm 2 is 
never found. One being only is JEHOVAH'S Son, the bearer of JE- 
‘HOVAH’S image. Only the indefinite notion ofa participation of the 
Divine nature suits creatures, however exalted—a resemblance to 
God, in opposition to a mere earthly origin—a mere earthly con- 
stitution like that possessed by other living beings. The angels 
are mmbx a, divinioris nature participes, m contrast to D°K 3. 
Men are created in the image of God, in contrast to beasts. JE 
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HOVAH'S image could as little be referred to here as in Ps. viii. 6, 
“Thou hast made him want a little of God ;” parum eum abesse 
jussistt a divino et celesti statu ; m7 could not be substituted 
for DTN, 

But if, in all the remainder of this section, there is no intrinsic 
reason which makes the name of EKLoutM necessary in itself, we — 
must examine what determined the author to use this name so 
carefully, and to avoid so completely and intentionally the name 
JEHOVAH. 

EwaLp (Compos. p. 91) thinks that he has found the reason 
of this in the form of representation. According to him, only 
the name ELourM could be used in this section, because the God- 
head is here represented as working like a human architect. The 
indescribably Mighty One can only will and command, not carry 
on a work like a human being, and with intermissions, so as not 
to complete everything at once, and to enjoy repose. 

This explanation is certainly, of all that could have been fixed 
upon, the most unfortunate. JrHOVAH does not avoid the con- 
crete, but the abstract, which he resigns to ELrouim. In him 
there is the most perfect fuga vacui, not fuga pleni. ‘That the 
contents of this section are not too human for Jehovah, will ap- 
pear by a simple inspection of such passages as ch. i. 3; v1. 1-4; 
XVlil., xix., kc. Gramberg (p. 12) lays down the position that 
“Sehovista magis foret anthropopathismum quam Elohista,” 
and the correctness of the perception which hes at the basis of this 
position, thatthe name Jehovah is preferred on occasions when God, 
as it were, assumes flesh and blood as a prelude of his incarnation, 
cannot be doubted, and is confirmed by what has been already 
remarked on the fundamental relation of JEHovVAH and ELOHIM. 

How God gradually made himself known as the being who was 
from eternity, as JEHOVAH—how by degrees from being ELoHIM 
he became to human apprehension, JEHOvAH—to indicate this is 
the object of the author. From this position, whence it is seen, 
not what God is in himself, but what he is in relation to men— 
the creation belongs to the ELouim. If there were nothing like 
creation, the religious sentiment would never rise above indistinct- 
ness and generality. And only through redemption does light 
fall on creation. A proof of this is given by those persons who 
never go beyond this one act of God, and for whom all the rest 
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are as if they had never been. To them God remains a distant 
God: they know only of the ELoui™ ; this is shown by their par- 
tiality for the most vague designations of God—the Deity, Hea- 
ven, Omnipotence, Providence, &c.; and by their dread of all 
names which express God's personality, and indicate the absolute 
dependance of all existences upon him. God is to them an inde- 
finite something ; the superior natura quam divinam vocant of 
Cicero ; the τὸ θεῖον of the Greeks. The Apostle says, Rom. i. 
20, τὰ yap ἀόρατα αὐτοῦ ἀπὸ κτίσεως κόσμου τοῖς ποιήμασι 
νοούμενα καθορᾶται, ἥτε ἀΐδιος αὐτοῦ δύναμις καὶ θειότης. Αο- 
cording to this passage nature contains a full and rich revelation 
of God, but to know it a νόησις is requisite, and this νόησις is 
wanting to the natural man. If that existed, the transition from 
ELouiIm to JEHOVAH would be unnecessary. Here Psalm xix. 
presents an analogy, ver. 2, “The heavens declare the glory of 
Ex.” But ver. 8, “ The law of JEHovAH is perfect, converting 
the soul; the testimony of JEHovAH is sure, making wise the 
simple.” And thus the name JEHOVAH is used throughout 
the rest of the Psalm. Also here, in reference to God’s being 
knowable, the name JEHOVAH is only attributed to him so far as he 
reveals himself in history, though elsewhere, viewed as a matter of 
fact, God also, as the author of nature, is called JEHOVAH. 

But if the use of the name ELourM in this section is founded 
on the reasons we have alleged, it contains a reference to that un- 
folding of JeHovau of which the sequel informs us. For only 
with a reference to JEHOVAH, is God as the Creator designated 
ELOHIM. 

Yet we must direct our attention to the plural of the verb, and 
the suffix in ch. i. 26. And ®T>S said let us make (7%2:) man 
in owr image, after our likeness. ‘This plural is more important 
for explaining the plural form of pbx, because it stands by it 
separately. For that it is not chosen with reference to the form 
of ox, is shown by the parallel passage, where JEHOVAH says 
(ch. xi. 7), “ Go to! let ws go down and there confound their 
language ;” it appears also that the plural was adopted at the 
creation of man, the final end of the whole creation, in which the 
infinite energy of the Godhead was revealed quite differently from 
what it was in the rest of the creation. ‘The only correct expla- 
nation is, that which we have already applied to the ELOHIM, so 
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that they serve for mutual confirmation. ‘The plural denotes the 
fulness of powers, the extent, riches, and glory of his nature. 
The one God comprehends multiplicity in himself. Thus he can 
oppose to the ‘ we will build,” “ we will make,” of men who trust 
in their numbers and combination, is oven“ WE will go down, ’“‘ WE 
will confound.” The ancient Jews approached to a correct expla- 
nation of the plural, in reference to which, Theodoret, who advo- 
cates the allusion to the Trinity, has the following remark: “Iov- 
δαῖοι δὲ εἰς ἑτέραν ἐξώκειλαν παραφροσύνην: φασὶ yap πρὸς 
ἑαυτὸν εἰρηκέναι τὸν τῶν ὅλων θεὸν τὸ ποιήσωμεν ἄνθρωπον, 
κατά τινα μίμησιν τῶν τὰς μεγάλας πεπιστευμένων ἀρχάς. 
Καὶ γὰρ ὕπαρχοι καὶ στρατηγοὶ πληθυντικῶς εἰώθασι λέγειν 
τὸ κελεύομεν καὶ γράφομεν καὶ προστάττομεν καὶ ὅσα τοι- 
αὕτα. The error lies only here, that they put the use of the 
plural in the mouths of those who are in the possession of the 
highest earthly power, and apply it so crudely and externally to 
account for the plural in the mouth of God, instead of tracing 
it back to its root, the fulness of powers, the wnus instar multo- 
rum, and from this root deducing also the use of the plural in 
relation to God. Moreover, the reference of the plural to the 
Trinity, made by THEODORET and other Fathers, shows us that 
it was by accident that this explanation of ELoutM was first pre- 
ferred by PeTeR LomBarp. It explains why the plural had not 
here, as there, been transferred to the translation. Still the ana- 
logy of mzz:, &c., serves to prevent our assenting, without reserve, 
to the opinion, that the meaning of the plural is altogether lost in 
mrs, that the plural denotes, as it does elsewhere sometimes, 
the abstract. ‘That the plural could be used as the plural with- 
out any scruple, without men being led thereby into error—that 
the same form should be used by the worshippers of false gods 
as a designation of plurality, and by those of the true God, who 
possesses in himself what men were disposed to divide among a 
plurality—shows how firmly monotheism was grounded — how 
little the necessity was felt of distinguishing it externally from po- 
lytheism. The name £’lohim, which certainly was originally ap- 
propriated to one God before polytheism was introduced, was 
used afterwards with a direct intention to show that Ads wor 
shippers had all in one, which the rest of mankind believed they 
had in many. In this sense, the origination of this name, in 
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_ polytheism, or rather, a certain connection with it in the use of it, 
may be granted, while, in another sense, to allow such an origina- 
tion would be absurd.* 


Chap. ii. 4—111.—In this section, instead of ELonmm as the 
regular name of God which is only left where absolutely neces- 
sary, JEHOVAH ELOHIM is used. 

We must, first of all, endeavour to determine the meaning of 
this compound expression. Parallel passages furnish the easiest 
and most certain means ; and it is passing strange that so many 
have attempted to determine the meaning of JEHOVAH-ELOHIM, 
without a careful examination of them. 

According to the parallel passages, they are both nominatives, 
so that orbs stands in apposition to J ehovah; JEHOVAH-ELOHIM 
= JEHOVAH, who is also ELouT™, ‘or, what comes to the same 
thing, JEHOVAH E\LoHIM, so that the two names form a nomen 
compositum. ‘The reason for the combination is to be found 
in the opposition against a limited conception of JEHovAH—in the 
endeavour to dissipate the illusion that JEHovAH was only the 
God of Israel—an illusion by which JEHovAH, that in itself is the 
higher designation of God, becomes relatively the lower, so that 
it is capable of being elevated by combination with a designation 
that in itself is lower. QELoH1IM, thus combined, stands on a level 
with Sabaoth, the God of the Universe. A paraphrase of J EHoVAH- 
ELouIm is contained in such passages as Ps. xviii. 32 (81) FOR” 
mim ~77222, “ Who is God save JEHOvAH ?” and Is. xliv. 6, where 
JEHOVAH says ENT ON ΤᾺ "9>B , ‘Besides me there is no God,” 
Deut. xxxii. 89. “There is no ELoHIM with me.” 

David's expressions of gratitude after he had received the pro- 
mise through Nathan, | Chron. xvii. 16, compared with 2 Sam. 
vil. 18, furnish a direct commentary on JEHOVAH. “ Who am I, 
JEHOVAH ELOHIM, and what is mine house, that thou hast brought 
me hitherto? And yet this was ἃ small thing in thy eyes, E1o- 
HIM. . . . ‘Thou hast regarded me according to the estate of 
_ aman of high degree JEHovAH ELoHIM. . . 20. Jehovah, there 
is none like thee, neither is there any Elohim beside thee; 26. 





_ ™* GesENtIus (Gesch. p. 18) and HorrMann (in Ersch and Grubers Enc. ii. 8, 
p. 375) disapprove of the derivation of ELouiM from the language of polytheism. 


' 
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And now JEHOVAH thou art Ha-Exouim.” In these last words 
David explains why he addressed God as JEHOVAH ELoHIM. What 
JEHOVAH had done was so great that it could not be ascribed to a 
hmited national God, but must be referred to a God who com- 
bined the liveliest concentration of his regard on one nation, with 
the unbounded sway of the universe. It afforded practical evi- 
dence that the God of Israel was also the Deity, theidea of whom 
includes whatever is divine. 

Exod. ix. 80, Moses said to Pharaoh, “‘ But as for thee and 
thy servants, I know that ye will not yet fear JenovaH KLont™.” 
That JEHOVAH was the God of the Hebrews, the Egyptians readily 
allowed. But the acknowledgment of JEHOVAH in this sense, was 
not sufficient to induce them to let Israel go. That JEHOVAH was 
the Most High, and God alone, the Lord of heaven and earth, to 
impress this truth on both them and the Israelites was the object 
of all the plagues, and this object had hitherto been very imper- 
fectly attained. Every time, as soon as the impression had abated, 
they made a distinction between JEHOVAH and EXLOHIM, and ima- 
gined that in heaven they could find a powerful defence against 
JEHOVAH. 

In 1 Kings xvi. 21, Elijah represents it as the great question 
at issue between the worshippers of the true God and of Baal, 
whether JEHOVAH or Baal was Ha-ELour. 

In Jonah iv. 6, it is said, “ Jemovan ELouim prepared a gourd 
(Kikajon).” When God is spoken of in relation to the Nine- 
vites, to whom he stood only in the most general relation, the 
author used the name ELou1m. ‘Thus ch. 11. 8, Nineveh was a 
ereat city of God sr>x>” (the greatness, far from withdrawing it 
from its relation to God, made it only so much the closer), v. 5, 
8, 9. On the contrary, in relation to his prophet Jonah, God was 
JEHOVAH. But had the author always used this name alone, 
the error might have arisen, that the universal God differed 
from the special, and was inferior to the latter. Hence the author, 
by connecting the two names in ch iv. 6, shewed that the person 
was the same, only under different relations, that he who to Nine- 
veh was ELoumm, to Jonah was JEHOVAH. It was of so much 
greater importance to give prominence to the personal identity of 
ἘΣ ΠΟΗΙΜ and JEHOVAH, because the leading design of the book is 
to show that JEHOVAH was also the god of the Heathen, so that 
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it has a truly prophetic tendency. With this design it is shown 
in ch. i. how among the heathen mariners their religious senti- 
ment took the form of an acknowledgment of JEHOVAH; in ch. 1. 
6, they say, “ Call upon thy God (ΤῊ 3), if so be that Ha-Exo- 
HIM will think upon us ;” ver. 9, Jonah speaks to them of “‘ JEHO- 
vAH the God of heaven, which hath made the sea and the dry land ;” 
ver. 14, after Jonah had declared that Jehovah had raised the 
storm, they cried to JEHovaAH, losing sight of the distinction 
between JEHOVAH and Ha-E.ourm, “Ὁ, JEHOVAH, we beseech 
thee, let us not perish for this man’s hfe . . . . for thou, 
O, Jehovah, hast done as it pleased thee ;” in chap. iii. the living 
fear of KLouim obtains mercy from JEHOVAH, which was only 
possible on the ground of the personal identity of JEHovaH and 
Ex.oumm. Afterwards the names might be used again separately, 
and to indicate more distinctly the identity of JenovAH and ELo- 
HIM, without any accurate separation, so that ELOHIM now ap- 
pears in connection with Jonah. 

In essentially the same sense in which JEHOVAH .LOHIM occurs 
in the passages above quoted, we find elsewhere ELoum™ JEHO- 
vAH. ‘Thus the two tribes and a half say (Josh. xxu. 22) EL 
Etoum, EL ELouim JeEHovaH, he knoweth, and Israel he shall 
know. Although here the three Divine names certainly form a 
climax, so that ELour is greater than EL, and JEHOVAH greater 
than ELoutm, yet, even thus, JEHOVAH in this connection obtains 
its full meaning; the preceding EL ELouim show that JEHOVAH, 
to whom they appeal as a witness, and to whose vengeance (in 
case they had been disobedient) they subject themselves, was the 
Almighty and only God, and not one God among many, against 
whom some other protector might be found in heaven. Com- 
pare Ps, 1. 1. "ΒΞ Aim a7 bs Oy, 

If now we reflect on these parallel passages, and observe that 
in the preceding section ELont™ is exclusively used, that the com- 
bination of JEHovAH with ELonim™ does not go farther than the 
section now before us, but that afterwards JEHOVAH and ELonIM 
are placed alone when the subject requires it; no doubt can any 
longer exist respecting the object and meaning of the combina- 
tion. JEHOVAH is that Divine name which is suited to the contents 
of one section. We here take the first step in the transition from 
ELoum™ to JEHovaH. We are here met by the living, personal, 
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self-revealing, holy God. He appears as the loving preserver of 
mankind, as the director of moral life, commanding and forbid- 
ding, as the author of punishment, as the opener of the prospect 
that reaches to the final consummation. Had the author merely 
had in view those who had attained to a firm and clear knowledge 
of the relation of ELouHIM to JEHOVAH, he would have been satisfied 
with using the name JEHOVAH alone. But since it was rather his 
design to lead into the depths of the relation of JEHOVAH and ELo- 
HIM, the transition from ELoHIM to JEHOVAH simply, appeared 
to him as too precipitate. He feared a misunderstanding— 
feared that man might regard that God who held converse so 
humanly with man, as personally different from the Creator of 
heaven and earth, as a mere subordinate God and Mediator. In 
this section, therefore, he uses JEHOVAH ELLOHIM in combination, 
in order that in the sequel where JEHOVAH occurs, the KLOHIM ma- 
nifested in him may be acknowledged, and where KLOHIM occurs, 
that the JeHovan concealed in him might also be acknowledged. 

That the contents of the section taken as a whole required the 
name JEHOVAH, has been already shown. Apart from this funda- 
mental character, in several particular passages ELonIM might be 
used as well as in ch.i. Thus, for instance, ch. u. 5, ‘ For JE- 
HovAH Exout™ had not caused it to rain upon the earth.” Had 
the event been noticed here simply as a natural phenomenon, 
ELouIM would have been the proper word. But the notice is here 
introductory to what is soon to be said about the planting of Pa- 
radise, and thus obtains quite a different meaning ; the living and 
loving God cared for man even before he was brought into exis- 
tence, and prepared the earth for his dwelling-place. Thus also 
in the narrative of the formation of the woman, ver. 18—25, if the 
woman was merely considered as a part of the creation as in ch. 
i. 27, where man is noticed only as a link in the great chain of 
created being, as a part of nature, ELouim might be used. But 
in this connection, where the formation of woman would show 
the love of God, which took an interest in lonely and destitute 
man—and at the sametime his obligations to thankfulness—the 
glory of God as the highest end of marriage, and criminality of 
the fall brought about by the seduction of the woman, here JEHO- 
VAH was the only suitable term. With perfect propriety JEHOVAH 
ELouIM stands at the head of the section. The inscription, which 
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is designedly in close conformity to the close of the preceding sec- 
tion (compare ver. 3 τ 25 ΘΝ Sua“Ys* with ver. 4 572 OSTETS 
pyadt YIN ΘΠ ΘΝ mime my) makes it evident that in this verse the be- 
ginning of the world’s history was to be told as far as the agency 
of JEHOVAH was concerned, as the former section was occupied 
with the agency of ELoHIM. 

That the name JEHOVAH can only stand where the author is 
speaking, and not where he introduces another speaking, will be 
at once understood after the preceding remarks. JEHOVAH ELo- 
HIM is not a distinct divine name, but ELoHIM is only added in 
order to prevent misconceptions of Jehovah as it occurs in the 
context. If JEHOVAH ELOHIM were found in any other connec- 
tion, doubt would be cast on the correctness of our explanation, 
according to which only JEHOVAH or ELOHIM can stand, and the 
use of one or the other must be referred to their proper ground. 
In ch. i. 1-5 it is said, “ Now the serpent was more subtle than 
any beast of the field which JEHovaH ELouim had made, and he 
said unto the woman, yea, hath God said, ye shall not eat of every 
tree of the garden? And the woman said unto the serpent, we 
may eat of the fruit of the trees of the garden ; but of the fruit of 
the tree which is in the midst of the garden, ELonrm hath said, 
ye shall not eat of it, neither shall ye touch it, lest ye die. And the 
serpent said unto the woman, ye shall not surely die; for ELoHIM 
doth know that in the day ye eat thereof then your eyes shall 
be opened, and ye shall be as ELou1m, knowing good and evil.” 
If the phraseology had been in strict accordance with the fact, 
JEHOVAH must necessarily have been used both in the language 
of the serpent and of the woman. For JEHOVAH is pre-eminently 
adapted to all references to the moral nature of man, the living, 
personal, holy God, and, according to the author, JEHovAH ELo- 
HIM (= JEHOVAH) said what the serpent and the woman attribute 
to Etoutm. ‘The discrepancy between the phraseology and the 
fact must have its distinct reason. HARTMANN alleges (p. 128) 





* riiyd is here added as a contrast to ma, God's creating was an act which was 


succeeded by resting. Thus also rest follows the doings of men. To create is pecu- 
liar to God, to dois common to him and tomen. See Exod. xx. 9-11, “ Six days shalt 
thou labour and do all thy work ; but the seventh day is the Sabbath of JEHovanH thy God; 
in it thou shalt not do τῶν τ Ὁ any work, &c., for in six days JEHOVAH mo made hea- 


ven and earth. See also ver. 2. 


GENESIS II., III. 317 


that the author felt it derogatory to allow the venerable holy name 
JEHOVAH to be uttered by a beast, a serpent. But this reason is 
inadmissible, partly because there are no traces in Holy Writ of 
such a superstitious feeling in reference to the name JEHOVAH; 
(the sacred writers have no scruples to put it in the mouths of 
heathens, yea, even of insolent mockers; see Exodus v. 2, ‘‘ And 
Pharoah said, Who is JeHovaH ?” &c.,) partly because it does not 
explain the use of ELouim by the woman. The following appears 
to be the correct explanation: The master-stroke of the Tempter’s 
policy was then, as it is still now, to change JEHOVAH into ELo- 
HIM—the living, holy God, into anescio quod numen : (with what 
vagueness the term ELouIM is used by the serpent is shown by the 
expression, ‘“‘ Ye shall be as ELouIM ;” ye shall be raised to an 
unearthly nature and dignity.) Having done this, and not before, 
he could venture upon deluding them with a downright falsehood. 
JEHOVAH is not aman that he should lie. The woman should 
have employed the name JEHOVAH as an impenetrable shield, to 
repel the fiery darts of the Wicked One. ‘The use of the name 
J:LOHIM (that this is not to be accounted for from ignorance of 
the name JEHOVAH is proved by ch iv. 1) was the beginning of 
her fall. First, there was a depression and obscuration of the 
religious sentiment; then the tree appeared good to eat, and plea- 
sant to the eye—God died in the soul, and sin became alive. 

Let it be noticed what important results the section under con- 
sideration ensures for our whole enquiry. The first that offers 
itself (which has been already noticed by HarTMANN) is, that 
the compound name JEHOVAH ELouIM is fatal to the hypothesis, 
which admits only two names, JEHOVAH and ELOHt™, as charac- 
teristic. It follows, moreover, from JEHOVAH E.LOHIM, that the 
Divine names are not introduced by the alleged authors of distinct 
fragments—we have already seen that JenovaH ELourM implies a 
preceding section with the simple ELon1m—but that the author of 
the whole had deliberately chosen it. Then, from the relation 
which JEHOVAH in one place, and ELoHIM in another, bears to the 
contents of the two sections, we infer that the difference between 
the two names is founded in the matter of fact, and therefore ex - 
pect to see them interchangeably used in the sequel, according to 
the difference of the contents. How accurately and profoundly the 
author estimated this difference—how little therefore it matters if 
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the reason of using one or other of the Divine names does not 
at once strike a superficial observer—is shown by the ELoHIM in 
the mouth of the woman and the serpent. But from this section 
alone we feel justified in asserting, that whoever can explain the 
interchangeable use of the Divine names, also understands Gene- 
sis ;, and whoever understands Genesis, can be in no perplexity in 
reference to the change of the Divine names which regulates the 
whole representation. 


Chap. 11. 22, “ And JEHovAn ELonrM said, behold the man 
is become as one of us to know good and evil,” requires, after the 
preceding remarks, no lengthened explanation. ‘The expression 
is explained, as well as the plural form of nbs and se, &e. by 
the infinite plenitude of powers in God, according to which he is 
not one among many, but one = many; his unity is not the 
unity of poverty, but of wealth. The ground on which he has not 
chosen to say, “ the man is become as J am,” &c. is the design to 
indicate the still remaining infinite distance between man and 
God; to represent the likeness which would be purchased at so 
high a price, as inferior and partial. Moreover, the phrase, ‘ as 
one of us,” is not entirely dependant on the ELourm, but rather 
co-ordinate with him, so that it might have been used if merely 
“ and JEHOVAH said” had preceded. This is shown by ch. xi. 7, 
where JEHOVAH is represented as saying, ‘‘ We will go down and 
confound their language.” As there is in JEHOVAH a plurality, in 
the sense in which alone the true religion can admit it, so in his 
mouth the words “ as one of us’ are not unsuitable. 


Chap. iv.—That throughout this section JEHOVAH appears pro- 
minent may be explained from the nature of the contents. The 
offerings were presented not to ELonim, but to JEHovaH. The pre- 
sentation of offerings, like every other religious service, rests on the 
conviction that God is not secluded in heaven, but reveals himself 
as making retribution both in rewards and punishments. Only 
JEHOVAH, not ELouIM, gives a manifest token of his pleasure or 
displeasure, and places himself in a moral relation to men, accord- 
ing to their different conduct. To JEHOVAH it belongs to appear as 
an internal and external avenger. The manifestation of God in 
conscience is far more vivid and distinct than in external nature. 
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Ver. 1, in relation to ver. 25, is worthy of notice, as proving 
with what nice discrimination the author selects the Divine names. 
In the former passage we read, “ And Adam knew Eve his wife, 
and she conceived and bare Cain, and said, 1 have gotten a man 
from JEHOVAH ;” in the second passage, “ And Adam knew his 
wife again, (an expressive allusion to ver. 1), and she bare a son, 
and called his name Seth, for ELoutm, said she, hath given me 
another seed instead of Abel.” At the birth of her first child, her 
piety was very animated. God had shown by the punishment he 
inflicted, that he was JEHovan, and now he also was known to 
be Jenovan by the benefit he conferred. In her first-born 
Eve saw a blessed pledge of his grace. At Seth’s birth, her 
pious feelings were less lively; they went no further than an 
acknowledgment of God’s general providence; and the view of 
the event as one in the ordinary course of nature, was not, so en- 
tirely as before, kept in the background. Leah offers an in- 
stance of a similar kind, so that the correctness of the explana- 
tion can admit of no doubt. Here also we should keep in view 
how the result in this particular case affects the whole subject. 

In most passages of the section before us, though m=» is in it- 
self more suitable, yet KLonIM might stand, if the reference to 
what follows, to the first step of transition from ELont™ to JEHO- 
vAH, which first prevails in the history of the flood, had here been 
made; and if here a reference to ch. 1 had not rather predominated, 
to indicate that the first step of the transition from ELour to JE- 
HOVAH was reached, so that here the general grounds, not less 
than the particular, favour the use of JEHovAH. On the other hand, 
in v. 16, “ And Cain went out from the presence of JuHovaH, "23? 
mm, JEHOVAH, under all circumstances, must necessarily stand. 
That the words do not merely mean, he went away from the 
place where he had spoken with JEHOVAH, is shown by what fol- 
lows immediately—“ and dwelt in the land of Nod” (4 Verban- 
nung, Haile.) SCHUMANN correctly remarks, “4d Jehovah dis- 
cedere = a loco ubi Jehovah est, in terram peregrinam abire, 
ubi Jehovah non est.” JEHOVAH'S presence, the Revelation of the 
living and personal God, was confined to human society, the 
Church of God. To be driven out of human society and out of 
communion with God, was one and the same thing. Out of Eden 
there was only ELoni1m. Here, therefore, ELoHIM was as little 
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suitable, as it would have been for Jacob to say (unless he had 
continued to dream) “ truly Hlohim (instead of Jehovah) was in 
this place” (Gen. xxviii. 16), or for it to be said in Jonah i. 3, 
“Jonah rose up to flee unto Tarshish from the presence of Elo- 
him. 

Ver. 26 remains to be noticed, “ Then began men to call upon 
the name of JEHovaH.” ‘That this is the only correct rendering 
is evident from other passages in which the phrase sry pws xnpd (or 
sop) occurs, always in this sense, and particularly in Genesis, 
where it isa regular formula. A comparison of these parallel pas- 
sages shows also that this phrase does not denote every kind of call- 
ing on God, not prayer in general, which must have been contem- 
poraneous with the very beginnings of the human race, but the 
solemn calling on God in a consecrated place, in church fellow- 
ship, so that it implies the existence of a church. Wherever 
the callnmg on God is mentioned in the history of the patri- 
archs, it stands in connection with some solemn occasion (Abra- 
ham on his arrival in Canaan, Gen. xii. 8; on his return from 
Egypt, Gen. xii. 4; after planting. the grove in Beersheba, 
Gen. xxi. 33; Isaac at Beersheba, after God had repeated his 
promise to him, Gen. xxvi. 25); and this was not included 
in the circle of ordinary and individual devotion. It therefore 
appears that no inference can be drawn from this passage 
against the antiquity of the name JEHOVAH, as if it first came 
unto use in the time of Enoch. But, on the other hand, the 
passage shows that according to the view of the author, at least, 
the name JEHOVAH was already in use in the time of Enoch ; it 
belongs, therefore, to the line of witnesses in favour of its anti- 
quity, and against the view that for a long period, ms only had 
been in use. If only calling on Jehovah had been spoken of, 
without the mention of the name, this passage could not have 
been adduced in evidence. The writer might then have attri- 
buted to God the name which was common in his own times. 
But the calling on ἐδ name of JEHOVAH, supposed an acquaint- 
ance with it, that this name had already become the standing 
“2 for the nature of God. ‘That calling on the name of a God 
implies the utterance of that name, is shown in 1 Kings xviii. 26, 
“And they called on the name of Baal from morning even until 
noon, saying, O, Baal, hear us.” 
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Chap. v.—The Divine names occur only a few times in this sec- 
tion, and their explanation presents no difficulty. Ver. 1, “Τὴ the 
day that ELouim created man—ain the likeness of ELOHIM made he 
him.” Eon necessarily is used in the second clause for the 
reasons assigned, in reference to ch. 1. 27. But the first Elohim 
is not introduced merely from its connection with the second. It 
is for reasons peculiar to itself in its proper place. God, in ver. 
1, is presented under a quite different aspect from that in ch. 1], 
7—only as the originator of existence. ΘΝ ΤΡῚΣ is used in or- 
der to distinguish him as standing at the head of the genealogy. 
Compare the clause, “In the likeness of ELoHIm made he him,” 
with ‘and Adam begat [a son] in his own likeness and in his own 
image. Ver. 3. The drift of this verse appears to be, God created man 
not as a being foreign to himself, as one of the irrational creation, 
but created him out of his own nature. The same act is here at- 
tributed to God genealogically, which before was mentioned histo- 
rically. But, as the first member of the genealogy, God is not 
JEHOVAH, but ELou1m. Lven the angels are never described as 
sons of JEHOVAH. In ver. 22 and 24, ““ And Enoch walked with 
Ha-ELonm, and he was not, for ELonim took him,” the use of 
the first ELOHIM is accounted for, from the tacit contrast between 
Enoch’s conduct and a corrupt world, (compare vi. 9); and the 
second ELouIM was rendered necessary by the first, since he walked 
not with the world but with God, so he was taken away from the 
world by God, to be with God. In ver. 29, where Noah’s parents 
say at his birth, “ This same shall comfort us concerning our 
work and toil of our hands, because of the ground which JEHOVAH 
hath cursed ;” the use of JEHOVAH is justifiable because an act is 
spoken of, which proceeded from the living, personal, holy God. 
A comparison with ch. 111. 17, where the same act is attributed to 
JEHOVAH ELouIM, confirms the opinion that this compound name 
was not used indifferently, but was chosen by the author for a de- 
finite object in each particular section. 
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THE HISTORY OF THE FLOOD. 
Gen. vi—ix. 


On this narrative, Ewald remarks (p. 81), “Τὺ shines like a 
luminary of surpassing brilliancy on the whole extent of the JE- 
HOVAH and ELoHIM documents ; its rays penetrate and warm the 
furthest corners of the system.’ Language like this justifies our 
most diligent attention. : 

We shall first take a survey of the whole course of events. Ch. 
vii. 1-8 forms a kind of introduction. They inform us in gene- 
ral of the causes of the Divine judgment, the fearful progression 
of human corruption, and the determination of God to punish the 
world and show favour to Noah. With the exception of the men- 
tion of “ the sons of ELontMm,” JEHOVAH is used throughout and 
repeatedly. ‘‘ JEHOVAH said, my spirit shall not always strive with 
men; ‘* It repented JEHovAH that he had made man on the 
earth ;” “ JEHOVAH said, I will destroy man whom I have created ;” 
‘“* Noah found grace in the eyes of JEHOVAH.” 

Then follows ver. 9 to the end, a detail of the carrying into ef- 
fect the Divine determinations of grace and judgment, as well as 
the events which followed it. Here from the first there is a fre- 
quent use of the name ELon1m—“ The earth was corrupt before 
ELoHIM,” not before JEHovAH ; “‘ ELoutM looked upon the earth, 
and behold it was corrupt,” &c.; and this preference for ELouim 
continues to the end. But, in the course of the narrative, in se- 
veral places JEHOVAH unexpectedly occurs. Thus ch. vii. 1-5, 
where JEHOVAH says to Noah, “ Come thou and all thy house into 
the ark,” and directs him how many of the clean and unclean 
beasts he was to take with him ; “ And Noah did all that Jeno- 
vAH commanded him ;” ver. 16, ‘“‘ JEHOVAH shut him in ;” imme- 
diately after the words, ‘‘ And they that went in, went in male and 
female of all flesh as KLoHim had commanded him.” Ch. viii. 
20, “Noah builded an altar unto JEHOVAH ;” ver. 21, ‘‘ JEHOVAH 
smelled a sweet savour, and JEHOVAH said in his heart.” Chap. 
ix. 26, “ Noah said, Blessed be JEHovAH, the God of Shem,” 
while in ver. 27, it passes again to KLoHIM, and we read * Exo- 
HIM shall enlarge Japhet.” 
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Τὸ cannot be denied, that the explanation of the facts here pre- 
sented to us, which has been given by those who justly maintain 
the practical difference of ELou1m and JEHOVAH, and their de- 
signed interchange, yet without perceiving the special peculiarity 
of Genesis in their use, (so that they believe that rules drawn from 
other books of Scripture may be applied here), is unsatisfactory. 
Generally, where God appears judging and punishing, JEHOVAH is 
immediately introduced. Thesus tadionis which peculiarly belongs 
to JEHovAH, the personal, righteous, and holy God, 15 prominent in 
the relation of ver. 18 to ver. 12, ‘‘ And ELoutM looked upon the 
earth, and behold it was corrupt spn, for all flesh had corrupted 
mnon his way upon the earth.” Ver. 13,‘ Behold, I will destroy them 
arene with the earth.” Man was created after the image of God ; 
the earth was a habitation of holiness. Evil as guilt, is followed 
by evil as punishment; outward desecration follows the inward. 
Let us only compare y. 11, “and the earth was corrupt before 
Ha-Etonm ; ch. x. 9, “ Nimrod was a mighty hunter betore 
JEHOVAH; ch. xix. 13, “ the cry of them is waxen great before 
the eyes of JEHOVAH. An escape from this point of view is so 
much the less possible, since immediately before, in ver. 1-8, God, 
in reference to the same act of punitive justice, is repeatedly called 
JEHOVAH. How could the peculiar propricty of Elohim be here 
justified, without at the same time proving JEHOVAH to be there 
unsuitable? Ewatp has not uttered a syllable on this difficulty, 
which could not have escaped his notice; Sack thinks that in 
v.11, where itis said, ‘“‘ Noah walked with ELoumm,” that Eton 
is alone suitable, because here the general idea of the Divine life 
is intended to be expressed ; the following revelations are ascribed 
not to JEHOVAH, to whom they properly belong, but to ELout, 
quia adjunctae wll gudicio de Noacho eunte coram Deo. But 
this expedient 15 manifestly insufficient. If an irregularity in the 
use of the Divine names, continued through several chapters, were 
dependent on so accidental a circumstance, the apprehension in the 
author's mind of the difference between them must have been very 
weak and indistinct. Yet after he had used ELouI™ in ver. 2 for 
specific reasons, he continues his narrative in v. 8 with JEHOVAH. 
Why should he not have done this here also? But the acts of 
Divine mercy in like manner belong rather to JEHOvAH than to 
ELoniM; JEHOVAH is gracious and merciful, and of great goodness 
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(v. p. 295), and according to ver. 8, “Noah found grace in the eyes 
of JEHovan.” The very special direction respecting the means of. 
sustenance for the living beings which were to be preserved in the 
ark from the general desolation, belongs not to a hidden but a 
revealed God. | 3 

But the defenders of the Jenovan and ELonim documents may 
not, on this account, triumph over their adversaries; for they find 
themselves in not less embarrassment, even apart from the general 
counter-arguments by which they are met. The ELonr docu- 
ments are said to form the groundwork throughout, but in these the 
sections, ch. vi. 1-8; ch. vii. 1-9; ch. viii. 20-22, from the JEHO- 
VAH documents are intercalated. But they are involved in inex 
tricable perplexity with ch. vii. 16; ix. 26, where JEHOVAH occurs 
in the midst of Elohistic paragraphs. Besides, one knows not 
how to get over Harrmann’s objections (p. 111). “ The section 
ch. vi. 1-8 is adduced as the composition of a writer who used the 
name JEHOVAH, and yet we find (v. 6-8) a reference to the K1Lo- 
HIM document of ch. i. in expression and classification.” Weseem 
obliged to tear the seamless texture of the section. And lastly, 
we must wilfully shut our eyes in reference to those passages where 
it isas clear as day that the interchange of ELonim and JEHOVAH 
depend on their material difference from one another. See for 
examples, vi. 2; vii. 16; ix. 26, 27. 

The correctness of the view which will be set forth in the sequel 
receives antecedent confirmation from its satisfactorily explaining 
all the facts presented in this section; but we shall obtain its full 
verification, when, at the conclusion of the investigation, we sur- 
vey the whole number of analogies which serve to establish it, 
when it will appear that the principles which we believe must be 
here attributed to the author, were observed by him with inva- 
riable consistency through the whole. 

The author intended to show how ELoui by degrees became 
JEHOVAH. The first step was already gained, and he had the second 
in his eye. The history of Abraham almost ‘immediately succeeds. 
that of the Flood; for in the intervening portion the Divine 
names occur only a few times, scattered here and there, and the 
contents are of a kind that the name ELOHIM is quite inadmis- 
sible. If the author therefore intended, before entering on the new 
large section, to draw attention to the fact by the use of the Divine 
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names—that he who had already become JEHOVAH was rela- 
tively ExLonim, that therefore still more glorious developments 
and relations of God were at hand, this must necessarily take 
place in our section, where, owing to the oft-repeated use of the 
Divine names, his design could not be concealed. 

Had the author from the beginning used ELoum, one side of 
the truth—to wit, that God was already relatively JEHOVAH, and 
shewed himself as such in the whole of this great event—would 
have remained concealed. Hence he uses in the introduction the 
name JEHOVAH with an intentionally greater frequency. Now the 
repeated EKLouim in the following representation, in part respecting 
acts in reference to which JEHOVAH had immediately before ap- 
peared, could no longer be misunderstood. After comparing the 
introduction, ELoui1m could not be understood as simply such, 
but ELour in the transition state to JeEHovan—even that JEHO- 
vAH who, in relation to what follows, is still KLoHIM. 

ΤῸ this view the obs in ch. vi. 1-8, where it occurs, must be 
taken as an exception, and equally mr in ch. vi. 9, to the end of 
the whole section. 

prox occurs in ch. vi. 1-8 only once, in ver. 2 (in ver. 4 as a 
repetition), “‘ And it came to pass, when men began to multiply 
on the face of the earth, and daughters were born unto them, that 
the sons of Elohim saw the daughters of men, that they were 
fair, and they took them wives of all which they chose.” ΤῸ jus- 
tify the use of ELoHIM, it must here be determined who are to 
be understood by the B’ne Ha-Elohim, whether, as several sup- 
pose, angels or demi-gods, or rather the pious worshippers of God. 

For the latter view, and against the former, there are the fol- 
lowing reasons. First, For such a mythological representation, 
as must be maintained if we understand angels to be spoken of, 
al analogies are wanting in the Old Testament, so that nothing 
but the most stringent necessity could induce us toadmitit. The 
boundary between the heavenly and the earthly is never disturbed. 
The standing designation of angels as holy ones, ΞΘ ΠΡ, includes 
in it the “neither marrying, nor being given in marriage,” Matt. 
Xx. 380. Secondly, The connection. The genesis of human 
corruption, and its ascent to the highest point, are designed to be 
represented. Z'hirdly, The threatening in ver. 8 appears un- 
founded, if the chief offenders were not members of the human 
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race. God’s spirit would no longer strive with men, since they had 
shown themselves to be sensual, incapable of letting themselves 
be improved by the Spirit of God. And yet the charge of sensu- 
ality is brought against angels! The “2%"1 so closely connected 
with the words: immediately preceding, deserves notice, ‘‘ Now, 
since corruption had reached its height, God said,” &c.* Fourthly, 
The expression ‘“‘ saw that they were fair, and took them wives of 
all which they chose,” supposes that the persons spoken of could 
form legitima conjugia, and that their criminality consisted in 
regarding beauty instead of goodness, in following their self-will 
instead of God’s will. But this would not be the crime charge- 
able in angels, but that they were inflamed with lust towards beings 
in flesh. Fifthly, Its use as a warning for the Israelites, the 
reference to the prohibition of marriages with the Canaanitish 
women. This character of the passage is altogether lost, if we 
understand “the sons of God” to mean angels. It is very appa- 
rent, on a careful comparison of parallel passages, how anxious the 
author was, both by history and precept, to warn against form- 
ing connexions which, on religious grounds, were ill-sorted, and 
to represent this as a principal source of apostacy, and as a 
principal cause of the Divine judgments. For example, Exod. 
xxxiv. 15, 16, “ Lest thou make a covenant with the inhabit- 
ants of the land. . . . And thou take of their daughters 
unto thy sons, and their daughters go a whoring after their gods, 
and make thy sons go a whoring after their gods.” Deut. vii. 8, 
4, * Neither shalt thou make marriages with them ; thy daughter 
thou shalt not give unto his son, nor his daughter shalt thou take 
unto thy son. For they will turn away thy son from following 
me, that they may serve other gods; so will the anger of JEHOVAH 
be kindled against yon, and destroy thee suddenly.” Numb. xxv. 
1, “ And Israel abode in Shittim, and the people began to commit 
whoredom with the daughters of Moab; (there is the same con- 
trast between Israel, the people of the Lord, and the daughters of 
Moab, which there is here between the sons of God and the 
daughters of men) ; and they called the people unto the sacrifice of 





* Von Bonen (Comm. p. 83), on ver. 3 remarks, with great naiveté, “ This diffi- 
cult verse would more suitably stand after ver. 6; for here it interrupts the account of 
the giants.” 
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their gods, and the people did eat, and bowed down to their gods. 
And Israel joined himself unto Baal-Peor, and the anger of JrE- 
HOVAH was kindled against [5786]. Compare Numb. xxxi. 15, 
16, also 1 Kings xi. 1, 2. Inver. 4 the cara are mentioned who 
are noticed not only in this connection, but on other occasions. If 
the B’ne Hlohim were angels, their offspring must have been spe- 
cifically different from all others. The meaning of the clause, 
‘“* And also after that, when the sons of Elohim came in unto the 
daughters of men, and they bare children to them,” is admirably 
expounded by Catvin, “ “’mphasin habet particula 3 mirum 
non fursset, st talis immanitas regnasset tn posteris Kain ; sed 
wniversalis illuvies inde clarius patet, quod sanctum genus 
eadem corruptela inquinatum fuit. Tanta contagio, que oc- 
cupaverat paucas familias quae dei sacraria esse debebant non 
parum amplificat gravitatem mali. Altior itaque gigantium 
origo fuit, sed deinde ecorum sectam imitati sunt, qui fuerant ex 
promiscuis connubiis gentti.” Such a view only can account for 
this historical notice in a work which was not designed to com- 
municate mere curiosities of the primeval world. Seventhly, 
That the term B’ne Llohim should be applied to men, cannot be 
thought so very strange, since just before, ch. ν. 1, God is placed 
at the head of the genealogy. All men are, accordingly, in a cer- 
tain sense, sons of God; but in a more special sense those who 
bear the image and likeness of God, and maintain communion 
with him. Ch. iv. 26 is also here to be compared, which in the 
maintenance of public worship is attributed to the family of 
Seth, and therefore conveys an intimation of the same contrast 
between a pious and a godless race, which is here more distinctly 
exhibited. 

Let us now consider what is urged by our opponents, by VATER 
especially (Comm. 1.55) against the explanation that we have aimed 
to establish. He admits that the phrase “sons of God,” accord- 
ing to an indisputable wsws loguendi, sometimes denotes the wor- 
shippers of God (Numb. xxi. 29; Deut. xiv. 1; Mal. ii. ΕΝ 
that, therefore, considered in itself, it might be so understood here. 
But it must be added, that the sons of God being placed here in 
direct contrast to the daughters of men, mest mean the worship- 
pers of God, since the reference is to unlawful marriages. Accord- 
ing to the Mosaic Law, no other inequality of station and rank was 
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a preventive but the one. which rests on the religious difference 
which the term indicates. See MicHaE tis’ Mosaisches Recht, ii. 
§. 100. Proh indignum facinus! The sons of God were al- 
lowed to take only wives of equal dignity, daughters of God! | 

But VATER raises a twofold objection against the application of 
this wsus loquendi to the passage under consideration. rst, 
The daughters of men, whom the sons of God take, can be no 
other than the daughters which (ver. 1) were born to men; then, 
if ®787 denote there the whole human race, we cannot apply it here 
to a particular class of men. But the general use of o-xn in ver. 
1 may very reasonably be followed in ver. 2 by the more confined 
sense, since the limitation is there made by the contrast; and es- 
pecially since one member of the contrast is of far less im- 
portance than the other, the little company of the sons of God 
can hardly be reckoned against the great. corrupt mass, so that 
the idea of ®787 is not essentially altered. Secondly, The term 
“daughters” would lead us most naturally to understand the 
term 33, sons, in a similar sense, as expressive of actual descent. 
But “sons of God,’ sons in the sense in which daughters of 
men are daughters, even angels are not; nor, on the other, 
is sonship in the case of the pious, a mere empty name. In 
both cases—angels and pious men—the ground of the appella- 
tion is formed by a connection with God in life and character. 
But the apparent inequality between the sons and the daughters 
is diminished still more by observing, that as to the latter, the 
mere physical descent is not the point to be regarded, but the re- 
semblance in moral constitution. 

If we now enquire into the. reasons why the pious ποιεδάμμνδὰ 
of God are designated sons of ΕΊΟΗΙΜ, and not sons of JEHO- 
VAH, one is immediately offered to us in the contrast with the 
daughters of men. We have already seen, when a contrast is 
to be expressed between heaven and earth, God and man, the 
most general designation of God is commonly chosen, But 
apart from such a contrast, Elohim would be here the most suit- 
able. Sons of JEHovaH would have expressed too much. This 
dignity was first bestowed on those among whom the character 
of JEHOVAH had been fully unfolded. Deut. xiv. 1, 2, “Ye 
are the sons of JEHOVAH your God (a>7bx md prs pu) ; ye shall 
not cut yourselves, &c.; for thou art an holy people to JEHOVAH 
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thy God,” where a similar contrast is made between exalted dig- 
nity and destiny, and unworthy conduct. 

Let us now turn from justifying the use of EKLonim in the 
Jehovistic portions, to justify the use of JEHovAH in the Elohistic 
sections. And first on ch. vu. 1-5. The beginning of this chap- 
ter was certainly the right place to point out, that he who was 
relatively called ELonrM, in another very important respect was 
JEHOVAH ; and therefore to call it again to remembrance in ch. 
vi. 1-8. We stand here on the threshold of a great catastrophe. 
Precisely here, under JEHovAH’s authority, is the proper place for 
the direction respecting the preference in point of number which 
Noah was to give the clean beasts over the unclean. For the 
former alone would be used for sacrifices, and sacrifices were not 
presented to ELouIm, but to Jenovan. Compare on this point 
v. 2, “ Of every clean beast thou shalt take to thee by sevens,” 
&e., with ch. vii. 20, ‘And Noah builded an altar to Jehovah, 
and took of every clean beast, and of every clean fowl, and of- 
fered burnt offerings on the altar.” It was proper that he to 
whom the offerings were presented, should provide for their being 
presented. ‘This command, in reference to the beasts, goes be 
yond the general care of the Creator for their preservation ; this — 
special supplementary direction belongs to a personal revealed 
God. Accordingly, in the account of Noah’s execution of the 
Divine commission, it is said, ch. vi. 22, “Thus did Noah ; ac- 
cording to all that ELonim commanded him, so did he.” On the 
other hand, in ch. vil. 5, we read, ‘“‘ And Noah did according to 
all that JEnovAH commanded him.” Again, in v. 9, where it is 
narrated in general terms, that all the beasts, clean and unclean, 
went by pairs into the ark, without referring to the number of 
pairs, itis said, “as ELonim had commanded Noah.” The dis- 
tinction between clean and unclean beasts is also noticed, with 
a reference to ELOHIM in v. 8 and 9, so that the current asser- 
tion, that only the supposed author of the Jehovistic documents 
knew of this distinction, is palpably false. Only the provision 
for a greater number of the former is attributed to JEHOVAH.* 





* Hic auctor animalia munda discernit ab immundis, quo instituta Levitica in 
mentem lectoribus revocet, per anthropomorphismum Jehovae tributa. GRAMBERG, 
aes 
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Then follows ch. vii. 16, ‘“ And they that went in, went in 
male and female of all flesh, as Elohim had commanded, and 
Jehovah shut him in.” The respective agencies of KLoHIM and 
JEHOVAH are here intentionally contrasted. [LoHIM cares for the 
whole creation (that God was willing to preserve all he had cre- 
ated, is very emphatically intimated in vy. 18-15, all classes of 
animals, as they are enumerated in ch. i., all kinds by pairs, so 
that in the midst of destruction, the preserving principle, the most 
comprehensive agency, is developed.) JEHOVAH the righteous, the 
merciful, cares for him whom he had seen righteous in that gene- 
ration, and who had found grace in his eyes. When JEHOVAH 
closed the door upon him, it was certain that not all the waters of 
heaven and earth could force it open. 

In ch. viii. 20, 21, in the account of Noah’s sacrifice, the name 
JEHOVAH is suitable, since this act of worship implies the greatest 
activity of the religious principle, and belongs not to a vanishing 
but a personal God. 

The reason of the interchange of JEHovaH and ELouI™ in ch. 
ix. 26, 27, has been already given in the Christologie, 1. 1, p. 47. 
In the relation of these two verses to one another, the author in- 
directly explains the relation of JEHovaH and ELoHIM. JEHOVAH 
is the God of the Shemitic race: ELOHIM only is related to Ja- 
phet. This indicates that, for the present, Shem and Japhet are 
not on a complete equality; and while it points to events by 
which ELouIm would become JEHOVAH to the Shemites, it shows 
likewise that hitherto God had been relatively to the family of 
Noah only ELrouim. But he continues to be for Japhet what he 
was at first. Now, if here the author without doubt expressly 
points to a future transition of KLOHIM into JEHOVAH within the 
family of Shem, then certainly the view which we have taken of 
the repeated use of ExLonim in this whole section must appear 
very natural. 

In the whole section no passage can be pointed out in which, 
on the supposition that our theory is correct, JEHOVAH must ne- 
cessarily stand instead of ELouiM, or would be more suitable than 
in the passages where it really occurs. ‘Thus the blessing which 
God pronounces on Noah is referable to the general natural bless- 
ings, is a repetition of the blessing after the finished creation 
which appeared to be withdrawn by the flood, and belongs there- 
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fore to anbs. Thus the precepts enjomed are of a general cha- 
racter both as it regards God and man. ‘The same may be 
affirmed of the covenant that follows, especially if contrasted with 
the later Abrahamic covenant. It is a covenant between EKLOHIM 
and ‘ every living creature ;” ver. 15, “‘ All flesh that is upon the 
earth ;” ver. 17, how vastly different; ver. 26, “‘ Blessed be JE- 
HOVAH, God of Shem !” 

Yet it is deserving of notice, that in some passages of the Elo- 
histic part of the narrative, ELoHIM must stand under all circum- 
stances, and, therefore, is independent of the reasons by which, in 
general, the use of Elohim in this part is justified. Such is the 
expression in ch. vi. 9, “‘ Noah walked with EKLonim.” We have 
already remarked (ch. v.), that in this phrase, the merely under- 
stood contrast to walking with the world, was sufficient to occa- 
sion the use of ELon1m. But here, by what immediately precedes, 
the contrast is more than merely implied. Noah was a man just 
and blameless in his generation (the universal ungodliness of 
which had been described in the foregoing verses) ; and not with 
them, but with God, Noah walked. See ch. ix. 6 compared with 
ch. 1. “In the image of KLonIm made he man.” 


Chap. x.—In this section neither of the Divine names occur, 
excepting JEHOVAH, twice, in ver. 9, “ And he (Nimrod) was a 
mighty hunter before JEHovAH ;” wherefore, it 15 said, “‘ Even as 
Nimrod the mighty hunter before JEnovan.” According to the 
current explanation, which supposes Nimrod to be described as a 
hunter in the common sense of the word, and that 77? "=? means 
no more than in God's sight, or God knows, therefore merely 
indicates a higher degree of skill,* the use of JEHOVAH in this 
place could not be justified. But, besides this, there is another 
interpretation, according to which Nimrod was a hunter of men, 
and the phrase sr "225 is understood to indicate, that with all his 
apparent exemption from control, and independence, he still per- 
petrated his misdeeds under the eye of the living, avenging, and 
punishing God. The name JEHovAH would in this case be quite 
appropriate. The observations of JosEPHUS on Nimrod are con- 





* See BocHart, PERIZONIUS, VATER, and others, 
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formable to this idea of his character. ‘‘ Nimrod,” he says,” 
“excited them to contumely and contemptof God . . . he 
persuaded them not to own that they were indebted for their hap- 
piness to God, but that their own prowess obtained it for them. 
And by degrees he established himself in the sovereignty, think- 
ing that in this way only he could seduce men from the fear of 
God, if they habitually relied on his own power.”* ‘This is a 
view in reference to which WINER has far too hastily exclaimed, 
“ρα hae nugae sunt! AvuausTINE, following it, has remarked, 
Quid autem significatur hoc nomine, quod est venator, nist 
animalium terrigenarum deceptor, oppressor, exstinctor. De 
civ. dei. 16,4. Hrrprer (Hebr. Poesie.i. p. 233) says, that 
Nimrod was an ensnarer of men by cunning and power. Agree- 
ably to this interpretation, J. 1). MicHarzis remarks on => 
mim; vidente et indignante deo, quod in conspectu omnisett nu- 
minis, excusso ejus metu et reverentia, alios opprimere aude- 
ret. ‘For this latter view, and against the first-mentioned, the 
following reasons may be given. Jirst, the name Nimrod. ‘The 
only correct derivation of it is, the 1 plural fut. of τοῦ rebellare. 
(Other derivations, as that in Srmonrs, Onom.p. 472, are so pal- 
pably false, that they are not worth mentioning.) PERIZONIUS, in 
his Origy. Babyl. p. 122, has admirably pointed out how the name 
originated: Crediderim ergo hominem hune utpote venatorem fe- 
rocem et sodalium comitatu succinctum semper in ore habuisse 
et ingeminasse, ad reliquos in rebellionem excitandos tllud 7723, 
ani; h.e. rebellemus, rebellemus ; atque inde postea ab aliis, 
etiam ipso Mose hoc vocabulo tanquam proprio nomine designa- 
tum. 'The same writer produces several apt instances of nicknames 
being applied to men, of words, which they often, and in a charac- 
teristic manner repeated, and which in time were used as proper 
names. If this is settled to be the meaning of Nimrod’s name, then 
the reference of > “5 to it is at once apparent; for whoever has 





ἘἘξῇρε δ᾽ αὐτοὺς πρός τε ὕβριν τοῦ Θεοῦ καὶ καταφρόνησιν Νεβρώδης 
ὃς ἐπειϑεν αὐτοὺς, μὴ τῷ Sew διδόναι πὸ δι’ ἐκεῖνον εὐδαιμονεῖν, ἀλλὰ τὴν ἱδίαν 
ἀρετὴν ταῦτα παρέχειν αὐτοῖς ἡγεῖσθαι. Καὶ περιίστα δὲ κατ᾽ ὀλίγον εἰς τυ- 
ραννίδα τὰ πράγματα, μόνως οὕτω νομίζων ἀποστήσειν τοὺς ἀνδρώπους τοῦ φόβον 
τοῦ παρὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ, εἰ χρωμξενοι τῇ αὐτοῦ δυνάμει διατελοῖεν. JOSEPHUS Antiq. 
1.4, § 2. 
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nothing but rebellion on his lips, and whose whole being is rebellion, 
cannot avoid the eye of the living God, nor escape his hand. 
Thus a deep irony lies in mrs 2x25. Secondly, the words “ he was 
a mighty hunter’ stand between “he began to be a mighty one 
on the earth,” and “ the beginning of his kingdom was,” &c., ver. 
10. It cannot be supposed that statements so closely allied in 
meaning should be separated by an interpretation entirely foreign 
to them. ‘The hunting necessarily stands in connection with his 
sovereignty. ‘Ihis has been perceived by several of our opponents, 
as Bocuart and Perizonius. They think that hunting was Nim- 
rod’s school for war, and for that reason is here mentioned. But 
if this reference really existed, it would at least be indicated by a 
word, and especially since the two are not so strictly connected 
(how many practised hunters never think of becoming conquerors, 
and how many conquerors were never hunters), since no single 
example readily occurs, of a transition from hunting to sove- 
reignty. ‘Then, in ver. 10, there is the future with Vau conver- 
sive, and, therefore, because he was a mighty hunter, was the be- 
ginning of his kingdom, &c., by which VaTEr’s assertion, that the 
author had no intention to intimate a connection between Nim- 
rods hunting and his subsequent regal authority, is altogether 
set at rest. Thirdly, Taking into account the whole historical 
complexion of the section, a notice like this, that Nimrod was a 
mighty hunter, was not to be expected ; and the proverbial expres- 
sion, “as Nimrod the mighty hunter before Jehovah,’ deserves 
a place here only for its moral and religious importance, which, 
according to our interpretation, it has. To furnish merely infor- 
mation for the popular mind could not be the intention of the 
author, who never loses sight of his high object. Fourthly, The 
interpretation of mms: by quam maxime is quite contrary to 
the genius of the language, although PERIZONIUS maintains that 
coram domino often denotes nothing more than 7xtensionem v. 
excellentiam rei cui gungitur. Inno place and at no time, 
however often it may asserted, is a name of God, and least of all 
JEHOVAH, misapplied in the Old Testament, for the mere purpose 
of giving intensity or strength to an expression.* These reasons 





* Since Von ΒΟΗΤῈΝ (whoin p. 129 of his commentary, with his usual superficiality , 
sets aside the interpretation we have defended, simply and cheaply with saying, “the 


984 THE DIVINE NAMES IN THE PENTATEUCH. 


are certainly more than sufficient to set aside the current interpre- 
tation. Only thus much may be conceded, that the expression 
was perhaps occasioned by Nimrod’s being originally a hunter in 
a literal sense, as David was called a shepherd of the people, in 
allusion to his early occupation. Thus the use of mm, not omy, 
in this passage is perfectly justified: yet we may compare the "=> 
mm in ch. xxvii. 7, and the JEHOVAH in the introduction to the his- 
tory of the flood, and in ch. xi. 


Chap. xi.—In the narrative of the building of the tower of Babel, 
its frustration by the Lord, and the confusion of languages (v. 1-9), 
JEHOVAH is used throughout. This is exactly what we should 
expect; for God here shewed by facts that he was something more 
than ExLoum™, whom the God-forgetting generation neglected duly 
to acknowledge, since they feared not lest they should be hin- 
dered by him in their godless conduct and schemes. God here 





allegorical explanation, an oppressor of men, is totally false) has revived the asser- 
tion which long ago was exploded, we must subject the passages he has quoted to a 
closer scrutiny. In reference to Gen. xxx. 8, xxxv. 5, we must remit our readers to 
subsequent investigations. That in Genesis xiii. 10 (“ And Lot lifted up his eyes, and 
beheld all the plain of Jordan, that it was well watered everywhere before Jehovah de- 
stroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, as the Garden of Jehovah, like the land of Egypt as 
thou comest unto Zoar), mat a does not signify a garden of God, that is, a divine, a 


magnificent garden, but the garden of Jehovah, that is, Paradise, appears, First, on 
grammatical grounds, a garden of God is grammatically wrong. Secondly, from its be- 
ing mentioned in connection with another definite district. Thirdly, because the 
tertium compar. is exactly the peculiarity which is so prominent in the description of 
Paradise in ch. ii. 10: compare mips these with mpi here. Fourthly, From the 
actual parallel between Paradise and its loss by J ehovah, and the plain of Jordan and 
its destruction by Jehovah; compare similar parallels in Jo. ii. 3; Ezek. xxxvi. 35; 

1 Sam. xi, 7, “and the fear of Jehovah fell on the people.” ΤΥ ΤΥ ΓΞ terror a domino 
immissus, as appears from the connection with v. 6, “ And the spirit of Elohim came 
upon Saul,” A higher spirit than his own impelled Saul to a bold measure, and 
the impression which it made upon the people proceeded from the same God who had 
called forth Saul’s resolution—l Sam. xiv. 15, “And the earth quaked, so it was a 
trembling of God,” ver. 6, 10, 12, show that ov Ox mmm pavor divinitas immissus. 


Elohim is used here, while in the parallel passages noticed, we find Jehovah, in order 
to render prominent the contrast between God and man, which here is most strikingly 
exhibited, where two men, certainly not in their own strength, put a whole garrison to 
rout. Who would ever imagine if the Greeks called a flight that was inexplicable from 
existing causes ϑεσπέσιος ῳύζα (see Koster’s Hrléuterungen), that it meant a great 
flight. Ps. civ. 16, “the trees of Johovah,” are from the whole connection and the 
parallelism, the trees which Jehovah created ; 1 Sam. xxvi. 12, “the sleep of Jehovah,’ 
is the sleep into which Jehovah cast Saul and his courtiers on David's account; com-’ 
pare ver. 8, 23, 24. In reference to Jon, iii. 3 compare Gen. ii. 3. 
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came forth in his most essential, most personal character. They 
would fain have ascended to heaven (their aspiring thoughts were 
incorporated in the tower: it was intended to form a practical apo- 
theosis of humanity, by men who before the dispersion that for a 
longer or shorter period impended over them, determined to show 
what they could effect in their collective capacity )—there God de- 
scended from heaven; they wished to consolidate themselves by 
their common work—there they were scattered. The Israclitish 
national God is not here intended ; but HE is here intended (see 
HARTMANN, p. 137) who forms the essence of the Israelitish 
national God, without which that God would have been an idol 
like all the gods of the heathen. 


Chap. xii.—With this chapter the account begins of the great 
new manifestation of God as JEHOVAH, as it appeared in life with 
the call of Abraham. We are authorised to describe this step in 
relation to the former as higher, and thus we find through a suc- 
cession of chapters mm absolutely predominant: afterwards, where 
the attention is withdrawn from the past to the future, ELoHTM 
resumes its rights. No instance occurs in this chapter where, 
even in the Jehovistic connection, ELOHIM is required ; and that 
what is here attributed to JEHovAH, the command to Abraham 
to leave his father’s house, the communication of the promise, 
the appearance to him in Canaan, the building of the altar and 
the invocation of the name, the infliction of sickness on Pharaoh 
on Abraham’s account—that all these events really belong to 
JEHOVAH, needs no farther proof. Ver. 7, ‘“ And JEHOVAH ap- 
peared unto Abram and said, Unto thy seed will I give this land, 
and there builded he an altar to JEHovAH, who appeared unto him,” 
demands so far our particular attention, as it shows why the build- 
ing of altars and presentation of offerings are so constantly con- 
nected with JEHovaH. The appearance of God precedes the build- 
ing of the altar, and forms the reason of it. God himself must 
come forth from his generality and concealment, must lay aside 
the ELOHIM nature, in order to come into relation to man before 
man can come into relation to Him. It is scarcely conceiv- 
able how the advocates of the hypothesis of original documents 
and fragments could believe that the facts under discussion could 
be turned to their advantage, as they are referred to for this pur- 
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pose by De Wetter, Bettrage, ii. p. 84. “ It isto be remarked, 
that the Jehovah fragmentists readily let their heroes sacrifice ; 
our epic writer, on the contrary, (the pretended Elohist), knows 
nothing of sacrifices, not even on the most solemn occasions.” 
An ignorance of sacrifices, or a designed neglect. of them, is not 
conceivable in an Israelite, for it would be at variance with the spirit 
of the whole ancient world ; at least, if it were at all probable, it 
must be supported by other grounds than by a doubtful explanation 
of an acknowledged fact. But where are such grounds to be 
found? Where, in all Hebrew antiquity, is there any trace whatever 
of the notion that the sacrificial system owed its institution to the 
Mosaic age? Where is there the slightest contradiction to the nu- 
merous historical witnesses that maintain the opposite view ? But 
if the facts cannot be explained, on the ground that sacrifices were 
unknown, a strong presumption is raised against the hypotheses of 
original documents and fragments. For, besides that view, only 
one other is possible, that ELoHIM was not recognised at altars and 
sacrifices, since they belonged only to JEHovaH. But if this must 
be granted, it follows, that one and the same author used JEHO- 
VAH and ELouIM, that even the contents of his work required it ; 
and this being established, the document-hypothesis and frag- 
ment-hypothesis lose the support which they were fancied to de- 
rive from the interchange of the Divine names. : 


Chap. xiiii—The expressions “ before JEHOVAH destroyed” (ver. 
10), and “ But the men of Sodom were wicked, and sinners. be- 
fore JEHOVAH exceedingly” (ver. 13), are here worthy of notice, 
inasmuch as they must reduce to the greatest perplexity those 
critics who would change JEHovAH into the Israelitish national 
God. The manner in which they attempt to free themselves from. 
this perplexity, only betrays too plainly how great it is. Not 
merely EwaLp (p. 67) but HARTMANN (p. 181) assumes that 
JEHOVAH was here named as the avenging tutelar deity of his 
family for the evil deeds of the inhabitants. But by every unpre- 
judiced person it is seen at once that, according to the narrator, 
the vengeance of God was called forth by the prevailing immora- 
lity and impiety ; the determination to destroy was formed on the 
ground of the cry that ascended to heaven, before Lot had expe- 
rienced the slightest ill-treatment. The behaviour of the men of 
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Sodom towards him and the angels was not the crime itself, but 
only its evidence, a palpable proof which would evince to future 
generations the equity of the Divine judgments ; see ch. xviii. 20, 
21. There is no other alternative; either there must be a return 
to the πτωχὰ στοιχεῖα of the JEHOVAH and ELonrm documents, 
or the idea of JEHOVAH must be purified and refined. The ex- 
pression “as the garden of JEHOVAH,” ver. 10, compared with 
ch. ii, 8, to Which it alludes, and according to which JEHovAH 
ELoHIM planted the richly watered garden of Paradise, shews 
again, that JEHOVAH in this connection is the principal name, and 
that ELouim was added to it merely for a local object. 


Chap. xiv.—Here our attention is claimed by ver. 18-20, “ And 
he (Melchisedec) was priest of the Most High God (¥"72 >8?), and 
he blessed him and said, blessed be Abram of the Most High 
God, possessor of heaven and earth, and blessed be the Most 
High God,’ &c.), in relation to ver. 22, where Abram, without 
doubt in the presence of Melchisedec, said to the king of So- 
dom, “1 have lift up my hand unto JEHovan, the Most High 
God, the possessor of heaven and earth.” That Abram pur- 
posely employed this designation of God 78) SY "up ὙΡῸΣ >x, 
which Melchisedec had used just before, that he might thus 
acknowledge in the sight of idolaters that the belief on both sides 
rested on the same grounds, appears from the fact, that this pecu- 
liar designation of God never occurs elsewhere in the language 
of Abraham and the other patriarchs: and is also confirmed 
by that other public testimony to their common faith, which 
Abraham gave, the presentation of tithes, as well as by the con- 
duct of Melchisedec, which throughout was intended to express 
his fellowship of faith with Abraham.* Now if the repetition of 
the designation used by Melchisedec of their common God be 
allowed to have been intentional, then the addition of JEHOVAH, 
which Abraham placed at the head of it, could not be uninten- 
tional. It must have been designed to make known that Abra- 
ham, though their object of worship was, to a certain extent, com- 
mon, still possessed something more than Melchisedec. ScuHiet- 





* See VERSCHVIR’s valuable essay on this passage in the earlier collection of his 
Opuscula, p. 10. 
y 
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ERMACHER justly distinguishes between a true and a false Mono- 
theism. The idolater might properly have only one idol, without 
this monolatry having any likeness whatever to true Monotheism ; 
for he ascribes to idols only an influence within a limited range of 
objects or changes, beyond which his own interest and sympathy 
do not extend. True Monotheism is that form of piety in which 
all devotional sentiments express the dependence of every thing 
finite on one highest and infinite Being. This true Monotheism 
was the religion of Melchisedec. His God was not merely Ove, 
but also the Most High, whose dominion extended over the uni- 
verse; and in Him, with Almighty power, were connected right- 
eousness and love ; his special providence extends over the pious 
and the righteous. But this pwre religious view was not a com- 
plete one. Melchisedec, in the Most High God, possessor of 
heaven and earth, had not yet acknowledged JEHovaH. As such 
he had only been known to Abraham by means of a special reve- 
lation. In the earlier history, JEHovaH, both in name and in 
fact, was still the common property of the whole human race ; 
before the call of Abraham, a man of Melchisedec’s religious ear- 
nestness would have known and named him though only relatively. 
But in proportion as religion in the one chosen race was special, 
it would be general in the earnestly religious minds of the rest of 
the world. ‘The more God was JEHOVAH to Abraham, the more 
would he be ELour to the rest of the world. They had no share in 
the revelations that were then in progress, and the earlier revelations 
were continually becoming dimmer, till their remembrance was 
wholly lost. This passage shows very plainly how little Mono- 
theism was the characteristic of the religion of the old covenant. 
Abraham certainly acknowledged in this, the basis of all true 
religion, but he professed likewise to stand on higher ground, and 
yet he was now only at the beginning of the Divine leadings ; and 
his leadings again were only the beginning of the ways of God 
. with the chosen race. ‘This passage is then so far worthy of no- 
tice, as it shows with what care the author preserved the peculiar 
forms of the manifestation of religion. He repeats the words with 
such exactness by which Melchisedec (whose religious position is 
so singular and characteristic), designated his God, that we cannot 
imagine a prolepsis in the use of mm in Genesis. 

Chap. xvu.—We pass over chap. xv. and xvi., in which the use 
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of JEHOVAH is continued without interruption, and the contents 
likewise strike us as entirely Jehovistic ; and we turn to ch. xvii. 
in which the use of the Divine names has, at first sight, some- 
thing very strange. The author begins with Jenovan; “ And 
when Abram was ninety years old and nine, JEHOVAH appeared to 
him and said unto him,” ver. 1 ; butin the same verse God desig- 
nates himself not as JEHOVAH, but as "74>; and when the histo- 
rian speaks of God, we find through the whole chapter not JEHo- 
VAH, but ELout ; ver. 8, “ And Abram fell on his face, and Eto 

HIM talked with him,” &c. This peculiarity is more striking, be- 
cause the contents appear to be strictly Jehovistic.* Ewa Lp 
passes lightly over the difficulty, and Sacx’s attempt to remove it 
is evidently unsuccessful.t For if the author had been so afraid 
of the repetition of the name JEHovaAH, why did he not content 
himself with placing it at the beginning in the former chapters ? 
Why did he continue the use of the name in them to the very 
end? But the advocates of the Document-hypothesis and Frag- 
ment- hypothesis cannot, with a good grace, exult in the perplexity 
of their opponents. The mm in ver. 1 gives themselves great 
trouble. Some regard the whole verse as spurious ; others would 
at least alter the names ; others, again, maintain that it belongs to 
the person who arranged and collected the materials. 

Exod. ch. vi. furnishes us with a key to the correct view. In 
ver. 3, there is a verbal reference to ver. 1, and in ver. 4 to ver. 7 
and 8. The time of promise as belonging to El] Shaddai, is con- 
trasted with the time of fulfilment as belonging to JEHOVAH. 
When JEHOVAH made the covenant with Abraham, Isaac, and Ja- 
cob, to give them the land of Canaan, the land of their pilgrimage, 
he was still 15] Shaddai—when he fulfilled this covenant, he be- 
came JEHOVAH, but not in the fullest sense, till the last point of pro- 
mise, the blessing on all the nations of the earth, came into fulfilment. 

If we have, in this manner, gained the right point of view, all 





* They are thus summed up by J. H. Michaelis in his edition of the Hebrew Bible: 
“Confirmatur foedus et promissio augmento nominis Abrahami, signo circumcisionis, 
auctiore nomine Sarah; praenuntiatio Isaaci; benedictio Ismaelis; circumcisio 
Abrahami et domesticorum.” 


ui . - . - - . 
+ “ ὩΟΤΙΣΝ saepius nominatur, ubi non nova summi dei revelatio narranda et annun- 
tianda est, sed ubi diversae ejusdem oraculi promissionis enumerantur, sicut nominis 
gravioris et sanctioris repetitionem nos quoque vitamus.’—P. 14. 
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difficulty vanishes. The author begins with JeHovaH, in order 
to meet the same want which the invariable use of JzEHovAH in the 
preceding chapters satisfied, namely, to show that the God who 
appeared to Abraham was relatively, in relation to those who pre- 
ceded him, already JeHovaH. This JeHovaH, by being placed at 
the beginning, of which all that follows may be considered as a 
continuation, is the invisible companion of ELou1m through the 
whole chapter. The historian proceeds to use ELOHIM in order 
to intimate, that the God who, at that time, was JEHOVAH for the 
chosen race, if compared with the rest of the world, and even with 
Melchisedec, was still ELout, if compared with later revelations 
of himself. 

This intimation is exactly here in its right place. The con- 
trast with the past has been already strongly marked by the con- 
tinued use of JEHOVAH in the preceding chapters ; and that the fu- 
ture, in reference to the unfolding of the Divine character, would 
be far more glorious than the present, is the main substance of 
the contents of this chapter. The contrast of the present and the 
future is here the most striking—the promise is here expressed most 
fully. It appears that the promise in ch. xv. was only prepara- 
tory, since here the names are first altered, and circumcision is 
instituted. We stand here on the threshold of the first beginning 
of the fulfilment; ver. 21, “ But my covenant will I establish 
with Isaac, whom Sarah shall bear unto thee at this set time in 
the next year.” Here also we must appeal to analogy, as the 
surest guarantee for the correctness of our views. 


Chap. xviii. and xix.—In this section, the author returns to the 
use of the name JEHOVAH, and quite naturally ; for what is here 
related of God suits it in a remarkable degree, so that only a 
predominant reference to the future, which is not found here as in 
former sections, could occasion the use of ELHoIM. The proof of 
grace towards Abraham, and of justice to the inhabitants of the 
plain of Jordan, both strictly belong to the living, personal, re: 
vealed God. In reference to the latter, compare what has been 
already remarked in ch. xiii. In reference to the former, GRAM- 
BERG'S exclamation on ch. xviii. 8, Ln solitum Jehovistae nos- 
tri anthropomorphismum ! shows that the author has here re- 
mained faithful to his usual method. 
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But ch. xix. 29 requires special attention. “‘ And it came to pass, 
when ELout™ destroyed the cities of the plain, that ELouIM re- 
membered Abraham, and sent Lot out of the midst of the overthrow, 
when he overthrew the cities in the which Lot dwelt.” The advo- 
cates of the Document-hypothesis are thrown into not a little per- 
plexity by this verse. They are forced to the conclusion (see 
GRAMBERG, p. 44), that the person who arranged the documents, 
while through the rest of the section he made use of the JEHOVAH- 
documents, in this place interpolated a verse from the KLoHIM- 
documents. But this supposition is rendered improbable by the 
close connection in which the verse stands both with the preced- 
ing and the following, so that we cannot conceive how GRAMBERG 
can assert, guod medium interrumpat nexum orationis. ΑΒ it 
begins with the future and vau conversive, it bears the mark of 
being the conclusion and reswmé of the preceding representation ; 
and as the next verse is joined to it by the future with vau con- 
versive (“and Lot went up out of Zoar”) it evidently forms a 
transition to what follows. But here also the opponents of the 
Document-hypothesis are perplexed. Ewatp (p. 71) thinks that 
in the clause ΘῈ “>, the Divine name stands without impro- 
priety, because no national reference is intended; as if there were 
any such reference in ver. 16, where, under like circumstances, 
JEHOVAH stands, “the men laid hold upon his hand, and upon 
the hand of his wife, and upon the hand of his two daughters, 
JEHOVAH being merciful unto him,” On the other hand in "72 
oy’ ELour™ stands, contrary to the wsws loguendi, in a passage 
where JEHOVAH should be used as descriptive of God’s judging 
and punishing. ‘The orbs, therefore, is without hesitation to be 
changed into mm. But this is by no means allowable. The two 
ELouI™ stand in so evident a relation to one another, that if the 
second be genuine, the first must necessarily be so; and as a ne- 
cessary consequence of not perceiving the relation, the passage 
has been charged with an empty tautology, as it is called by 
GRAMBERG. ‘The following is the correct view. From the pre- 
ceding narrative the historian draws the conclusion that the deli- 
verance of Lot, not less than the destruction of the cities of the 
plain, originated in the unearthly, in heaven. With this he con- 
trasts Lot's God-forgetting conduct immediately after the great 
catastrophe. Now in this connection, where the object was to 
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express the contrariety to the natural course of things, to human 
causes (compare 5727-7? in ver. 24), obs was quite in place, as 
on all occasions where there is only a contrast between God and 
man, heaven and earth. The two following passages are quite 
analogous :— 


And Babylon, tlie glory of kingdoms, 
The beauty of the Chaldee’s excellency, 
Shall be as when ELOHIM overthrew Sodom and Gomorrah. 


Is. xiii. 19. 


I have overthrown some of you, 
As ELouimM overthrew Sodom and Gomorrah. 
Amos iv. 11. 


Deut. xxix. 22 (28) forms the basis of both passages, “like the 
overthrow of Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah and Zeboim, which 
JEHOVAH overthrew in his anger and in his wrath.” But JEHO- 
VAH is intentionally changed in them into ELOHIM, since the con- 
trast was to be expressed to a calamity proceeding from natural 
causes, from which there might be hopes of escaping by fore- 
thought and contrivance, or by a happy accident, in which there 
is always something left, and from which there may be a resto- 
ration. 


Chap. xx.—The facts which this chapter presents to our notice 
are the following. After Abimelech had taken Sarah, KLoHIM 
comes to him in a dream and threatens him, ver. 8. Ha-ELOHIM 
replies to his apology, ver. 6. Abraham endeavours to justify his 
conduct on the ground that he believed there was no fear of ExLo- 
HIM in that place. He observes, ver. 13, that when ELoHIM 
caused him to wander from his father’s house, 27 >8 "DS *277 "Eso, 
he had concerted this plan with Sarah. Abraham prays to E1o- 
HIM, ver. 17, and ELoutim heals Abimelech and his wife, and his 
maid-servants, and they bare children. How necessary the Di- 
vine interference was for this result, is rendered evident in ver. 
18, “ For ΨΕΗΟΥΔΗ had fast closed up all the wombs of the house 
of Abimelech, because of Sarah, Abraham’s wife.” 

The advocates of the Document and Fragment-hypothesis, are 
here ready with the assumption that this portion belongs to the 
ELOHIM documents. VATER (iii. 830) rejects every explanation 
of the use of ons from internal causes, by remarking. that in ch. 
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xil. and xxvi., JEHOVAH occurs in similar narratives. ‘This is 
quite false. The only divine name in the parallel narrative ch. 
xii. 10-20 is in ver. 17, ‘‘ And JEnovan plagued Pharoah and 
his house with great plagues,” which agrees exactly with ver. 18 
in this chapter. The circumstances under which myx is used 
here, do not exist there. In ch. xxvi. 7-11, no Divine name 
occurs. 

Besides the evident appropriateness of ELouIM to the contents, 
the mm in ver. 18 is especially unfavourable to the advocates of 
the Document-hypothesis. Astruc and Excuyorn think that 
the verse was taken from the Jehovistic documents ; and GRAM- 
BERG (p. 45), that it forms a needless supplementary remark of 
the person who arranged the whole. Both opinions are inad- 
missible. Ver. 18 cannot be omitted, and must have been con- 
nected from the first with the rest of the narrative, since, besides 
the "2, at the end of ver. 17, the whole verse would be inexpli- 
cable, for of such an infliction on the family of Abimelech as 15 
implied in the healing, not a word had been previously said. 

But from our point of view, all the facts are easily and satis- 
factorily explained. For Abimelech, God is KLonim ; of JEHO- 
vAH he knew nothing. Hence only as Exourm could he appear 
to him, though JEHOVAH was, as it were, in the back-ground. 
What is told of that appearance is given from the account of 
Abimelech, which the historian would have altered had he sub- 
stituted ΤΕ ΠΟΥ ΔῊ for ELourm, though, in point of fact, that would 
have been quite correct. Abraham used the name ELOHIM in 
conversation with Abimelech, that he might adapt himself to his 
religious position. For that reason he also prayed to ELOHIM 
for the intercession was uttered in the hearing of the king, to 
whom a prayer addressed to JEHovaH would have been unintelli- 
gible. The second ELouim™ in ver. 17, “50 Abraham prayed 
unto ELouim, and ELouim healed Abimelech,” is a consequence 
of the first. On the other hand, JruovAH must necessarily stand 
in ver. 18. For here the event is spoken of as it was in itself, 
not as it appeared to Abimelech. Here the historian speaks in 
his own proper person, and not as a mere reporter of the words 
and views of other persons. 

That the use of ELour is required by the nature of the con- 
tents, appears very plainly in ver. 11, where Abraham says, “ Be- 
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cause 1 thought, surely the fear of ELouHIM, pode mx") is not in 
this place.” Here Abraham acknowledges himself to have been 
mistaken; but the fear of JEHOVAH was really not there; the 
name mm, therefore, could on no account be used in this pas- 
sage. From this passage, as well as from the whole position in 
which Abraham stood to Abimelech, it is evident that the asser- 
tion of Nirzscu (Religionsbegriff. p. 726) requires considerable 
limitation ; ‘‘ The language of revelation is not suited to express 
the general idea of religion ; it holds a negative position in refe- 
rence to other religions.” The general idea of religion is expressed 
as correctly as possible by mtx rev. Tf such a general idea had 
not existed, ELouim could not have stood along with JEHOVAH. 
Abraham, so far from conducting himself negatively towards 
Abimelech’s piety, acted rather with a tender consideration of his 
weakness, and took pains to enunciate the principles common to 
both ; and in this respect is a pattern to ourselves. The nega- 
tive position would be distinctly taken, when among the Heathen 
themselves the acknowledgment and worship of the Deity had de- 
generated into gross idolatry, when they had become more and 
more ἄθεοι ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ. But how this also was given up, when 
a real, though quite general religious element was evolved, is 
shown among many other examples by that of the book of Jonah; 
compare what Nirzscu himself has said (p. 580) on the appear- 
ance of Paul in Athens. 

The plural of the verb in ver. 13, after the preceding remarks, 
will need no lengthened explanation. It is not dependent on E1Lo- 
HIM, but its use here is prompted by the same feeling, the earnest 
effort to indicate the boundless riches of the Divine nature. That 
it is not to be considered an accommodation to Abimelech’s poly- 
theism (if he were a polytheist, which after all is far from certain ; 
according to our narrative he might only have admitted subor- 
dinate gods below the Supreme Deity) the parallel passages show, 
such as Gen. xxxv.7; Deut. iv. 7; 2Sam. vii. 28. Itis evident that 
in every particular passage only that interpretation can be correct, 
which will admit of an equal application to all the rest. But the 
passages just mentioned all plainly require a reference to the 
riches and fulness of the Divine nature. Thus, for instance, 2 
Sam. vii. 23, ‘‘ What one nation in the earth is like thy people, 
like Israel, whom ELoHIM went to redeem ?” 
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Chap. xxi—Here the name ELOHIM occurs pretty frequently, 
yet so that a special reason for its use may always be perceived ; 
and JEHOVAH comes in as soon as the subject requires this name, 
ver. 1 and 34. ‘The narrative begins in ver. 1 with the words, 
* And JEHOVAH visited Sarah, as he had said, and Jehovah did 
unto Sarah as he had spoken.” JEHOVAH must be used here on 
account of the reference to ch. xvii. 19, where JEHOVAH gave the 
promise to Sarah; but besides that, the subject requires it. It 
was not a general divine concurrence which attended the birth of 
Isaac, but strictly a peculiar operation of the living personal God, 
revealed to the chosen race, and in a peculiar sense their God, to 
whom it belonged, to make and to fulfil promises. In ver. 2, on 
the other hand (“Sarah conceived, and bare Abraham ἃ son in 
his old age, at the set time of which EKLouiM had spoken to him”) 
it is sufficient, since the person of the prime agent had been twice 
distinctly designated, to indicate the contrast between the word 
of God and the word of man, which is proved by the sequel. 
ELOHIM is in this connection the more expressive term, since it 
brings with it a new reference, while JEHovAH would only repeat 
one already made. In ver 4, ‘‘ And Abraham circumcised his son 
Isaac, as ELoutm had commanded him ;’ the use of ELontM is 
justified by the allusion to ch. xvu., where the institution of cir- 
cumcision is represented as proceeding from ELoHIM ; this rite, 
as the seal and pledge of future good, was a practical intimation of 
a future more complete transition of ELoHIM into JEHOVAH, with 
reference to which its institution is attributed to Him, who, for the 
present, was still ELouIM. 

Those critics who deduce the recurrence of ELOHIM in relation to 
circumcision from the use made of Elohistic documents, are thrown 
into perplexity ; in this case they must ascribe a special theocratic 
tendency to them, while their more general characteris marked by an 
unacquaintance with the special theocratic institutions ; a similar 
perplexity has been occasioned by ch. 11. 1-8, where in an Elohistic 
connection the in\titution of the Sabbath is anticipated. How 
could a writer who knows and acknowledges the original ground 
of the Sabbath, and the institution of circumcision as pre- Mosaic, 
be unacquainted with the pre-Mosaic origin of sacrifices, which 
have far less of a theocratic character ? In ver. 6, ‘‘ And Sarah 
said, ELoHIM hath prepared laughter for me,” the laughter pre- 
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_ pared by God, the self-begotten, the laughter which was of hea- 
venly origin, stands in contrast to common laughter. In the whole 
narrative relating to Hagar and Ishmael (ver 9-21) mms and 
pombs ΝΡ are used. This is the more striking, since in the par- 
allel narrative, ch. xvi., we find mm and pm 4x52, and exactly in 
the same connection. The angel of JEHovaH finds Hagar at the 
fountain in the desert. JEHOvAH had listened to the lamentation 
of Hagar; the angel of JEHOVAH promises to encrease her pos- 
terity. This variation maybe accounted for, by the great difference 
of the circumstances which attended the birth of Isaac. Hitherto, 
as the circumcision of Ishmael proves, Hagar and Ishmael’ had 
formed a part of the chosen family, and therefore shared in the 
relation to JEHOVAH. With the Almighty’s declaration, ver. 12, 
‘In Isaac shall thy seed be called,” they were withdrawn from 
the jurisdiction of JEHovAH, and placed under that.of ELout™. 
The outward separation from the chosen seed was only ἃ manifes- 
tation of that which had already taken place internally. After 
this final separation they had as little share in JEHOVAH as Cain, 
who went out from the church of God in Eden to the land of 
Nod. How closely, according to the author's view, the participa- 
tion in JEHOVAH was connected with union to the chosen race, is 
apparent from the wonder that Jacob expressed at JEHOVAH'S 
appearing to him when he was separated from the chosen race, 
though only for a time and locally. To have said, “ JEHovaH 
was with the lad,” instead of ELouIM in ver. 20, would have in- 
volved an express contradiction to ver. 12. That Abimelech and 
Phichol in ver. 22 and 23, should attribute the blessing that ac- 
companied Abraham to ELoHIM, and request him to swear by 
ELOHIM, appears perfectly natural, since their religious knowledge 
did not rise higher than ELtonim. On the other hand, ELonim 
could not be used, according to the preceding remarks in ver. 34, 
“ And Abraham called there on the name of JEHovAH.’ Elohim 
had no name, and ‘ the calling on the name,” when, as on this 
occasion, it was done in living faith, presupposes a revelation. 


Ch. xxu.—This section, containing Abrahams trial, seems to 
our opponents to put no insignificant weapon into their hands, 
and, accordingly, they have not failed to make use of it. Thus 
HARTMANN remarks, (p. 137), “ ch. xxi. ought, since the closest 
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relation subsisted between the God of Israel and his chosen ser- 
vant Abraham, to begin with the name JEHOVAH, and yet it ap- 
pears first in ver. 11, “an angel of JeHovAn,” and then rather 
as a sign on Mount Moriah, ver. 14; and in ver. 15 and 16, a 
promise of a numerous posterity is made by God, under the 
same designation.” But a closer examination will show that 
what appears to overthrow our view, serves triumphantly to con- 
firm it. 

Let us first separate the passages, which on the usual grounds 
would require ELouim. Suchis ver. 9, where Abraham says, “‘ My 
son, ELouim will provide himself a lamb for a burnt-offering.”’ 
Tsaac’s question, “ Where is the lamb for a burnt offering Ὁ ὁ is 
equivalent to, Where shall we obtain a lamb? That is not our con- 
cern,” Abraham replies, “‘ but God’s.” Then ver. 12, where the an- 
gel of JEHovAH says, “ Now I know that thou fearest God.” 87? 
em>s, The fear of God stands here opposed to that ungodliness 
which, in so many persons who outwardly wear a good appearance, 
is brought to ight by temptation. 

If we now approach nearer the main subject of the chapter, 
it must strike us that the separation between JEHOVAH and E1o- 
HIM happens exactly at the turning point of the transaction. The 
entire and exclusive use of E:Louim is carried on to the moment 
when Abraham stretched out his hand, and took the knife to 
slay his son, when also the trial ended with the victory of 
his faith; from that poimt JeEHovAH is used throughout. The 
angel of JEHovAH calls to Abraham from heaven; Abraham 
calls the name of the place JEHOVAH-JIREH ; the angel of JE- 
HOVAH calls to him a second time, and refers to JEHOVAH the 
promise which he utters. ‘These facts cannot be explained on 
the ground of the Document-hypothesis. If the change of the 
Divine names arose from the mechanical combination of two 
documents to make up the section, accident would have imi- 
tated design so deceptively, that the like never happens, except 
most rarely, and hence can only be admitted by extreme neces- 
sity. If any reason whatever can be found, which would deter- 
mine one and the same author to use ExLoutM to the turning 
point in the narrative, and then JEHovAH, such an explanation of 
the fact is unquestionably to be preferred. To ascribe the recurrence 
of ELOHIM in the first half to the use of a supposed Elohistic docu 
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ment, is inconsistent also with the mention of the name Moriah, 
in ver. 2. The proleptic use of this name pre-supposes that the au- 
thor of the first half attributes the following revelation of God 
to JEHOvAH—that therefore he refrained from using the name 
JEHOVAH, not perhaps because he did not know it, or thought that 
it did not belong generally to the pre- Mosaic times, but because he 
was of opinion that it was less suitable to the contents than Exo- 
HIM. The compilation of the two halves, from two different docu- 
ments, is also rendered improbable by the striking reference of 7" 
m87 in ver. 12, to "872 2°78 in ver. 8. Only from this reference 
can we explain the clause ‘“ JEHOVAH sees ;” without it, it would 
rather stand, ‘‘ JEHOVAH appears.” Not to insist on the utter im- 
probability of the compilation of one and the same narrative from 
two different and unconnected documents, unless some necessity 
were visible, and unless one could attribute the close connection 
to the act of the collector, who must have so slavishly bound 
himself to the words of his document, as not admit the altera- 
tion ofa Divine name either in the first or second part. 

All difficulty vanishes, and the change in the Divine names 
appears in the most beautiful light according to the following 
view. Before the trial, and as long as the trial lasted, God was 
still to Abraham relatively ELon1M. Had he been to him already 
JEHOVAH absolutely, the trial would have hadno object. By this 
trial, Abraham’s slumbering religious faith was awakened and 
strengthened; his piety attained such a state of vitality, that God's 
word was infinitely more certain and real to him than any visible 
appearance, so that, confiding in that, he could triumph over death 
and destruction. The advantage once gained was abiding, as 
Jacob was for ever Israel, a combatant of God, after he had once 
wrestled and prevailed with God. A new stage was won; a 
closer relation to God was formed. ‘This is expressly said in ver. 
16, “ Because thou hast done this thing, and hast not withheld 
thy son, thine only son, in blessing I will bless thee, 
because thou hast obeyed my voice.” As Abraham, by Ba 
had verified his faith in God as JEHOVAH, so would God by action 
verify himself to him as JEHovAH. Thus the relation of JEHOVAH 
and ELouiM, in the section before us, is to be explained from the in- 
ternal relations of the two parts to each other. In the first part, 
God is called ELoHIM, because, though in another respect he was 
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already JEHOVAH, yet, in relation to the second part, he was still 
ELouIM ; and in the second part he is called JEHOVAH, because, 
though in relation to later revelations, he was still ELonim, yet 
in relation to the first part, he was already JEnovan. ‘The un- 
deniable relative use of the two names which occurs here, serves 
then to establish what we have already remarked elsewhere, re- 
specting another modification of the relative use of the two names, 
and we shall also remark how these passages in their turn serve 
again to establish the one before us. 

Still there is one doubtful point to be settled, which EwaLp 
(Compos. p. 74) brings forward against the genuineness of the 
phrase 777? 582 in ver. 16, which he remarks was first current in the 
times of the prophets: we are more anxious to do this, because 
the objection may easily be made use of as a proof of the later 
date of the so called Jehovistic document. That ss: was introduced 
at a later period is not to be admitted, merely because the root is 
not at present found in the language. For if the later and regu- 
lar use of this phrase leads us to admit an earlier consecrated pat- 
tern which forms the foundation of this use, such as our passage 
and Numb. xxiv. 8, Newm of Balaam, son of Beor, and Newm of 
“the man with closed eyes,” then are we more justified in declar- 
ing the oldest passages of the later age in which sy: occurs, as 
imitations of the later passages of the Pentateuch. This imita 
tion is undeniable in the last words of David especially. 2 Sam. 
pO Ae 
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correspond mutatis mutandis exactly to the words of Balaam in 
Numb. xxiv. 3. 
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only that the archaic ":5 15 changed into 13. Prov. xxx. 1 is also 
an imitation. We might almost expect to see “237-582 with marks 
of quotation. The original passages and these two imitations are 
the only ones in which =? stands with a genitive of the human 
speaker. ‘This also is a proof of the borrowing, and, at the same 
time, of the genuineness and antiquity of the ox: in Balaam’s pro- 
phecy. In later times the mr 5x2 was so current and established 
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that a derivation from it is only conceivable on the ground of a 
model, in an age in which the use of the word was less frequent, 
and therefore less fixed. But if we see that the passage in the 
book of Numbers forms the basis of these, then we are justified 
in assuming our passage as the special ground-work of the far 
more numerous ones, in which m7 ®s3 occurs. 


Chap. xxiii.—In this section, containing an account of Sarah’s 
death and burial, a name of God occurs only in ver. 6, where the 
Hittites say to Abraham, “ Thou art a prince of God 7° ΝῊ 
amongst us.’ In this connection JEHOVAH could not be used, 
not only because the heathen knowledge of God did not go beyond 
ELouImM, but for grammatical reasons: sx has entirely the nature 
of a proper name; while my is, in a preponderating degree, an 
appellative ; sm xv: could only mean the Prince of JEHovAH. 


Chap. xxiv.—That in this section, the narrative of Isaac’s mar- 
riage, the name JEHOVAH should be most prominent, must appear 
as exceedingly natural. The writer's design is not to show, by a 
single example, the agency of Divine Providence in the marriage 
institution, and that marriages, with all that is apparently natural 
in their formation, are determined in heaven ; in such a case, 
ELourIM would have been the suitable term. His design is rather 
to show how the special providence of the God of Revelation 
superintended the chosen race. Isaac is not presented to our 
notice simply as a man of piety about to enter the marriage 
state ; but as the heir of promise, who, as such, must be preserved 
from all connection with the race of whose country his descen- 
dants were to have the possession, a race who would gradually 
be ripening for the judgments to be inflicted by these descendants. 
From this point of view, in which the interests, not of an indivi- 
dual, but of the world were involved, Abraham looks at the trans- 
action, and instructs his servant to do the same. On this account 
both use so carefully and exclusively the name JEHOVAH ; and 
for the same reason his servant cannot restrain himself from em- 
ploying it even when holding intercourse with those whose reli- 
gious knowledge does not go beyond KLonim. He would rather 
that they should form contracted notions of his JEHovaH and 
esteem him for a family God, than that he himself, when he is 
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called to profess his belief, should adopt the more general lan- 
guage of religion. But it is surprising, at the first glance, that 
even those who did not belong to the chosen race here make use 
of the name JEHovAH. Laban salutes the servant with “‘ Come 
in, thou blessed of JEHOVAH, wherefore standest thou without ?” 
ver. 31. “The thing proceedeth from JEHovAn,” said Laban 
and Bethuel ;” “‘ behold Rebecca is before thee: take her and go, 
and let her be thy master’s son’s wife, as JEHovAH hath spoken,” 
ver. 51, 52. Wemight feel tempted to attribute this use of the 
name JEHOVAH to the remains of a deeper knowledge of God 
which was retained in the family of Nahor. But the exact refer- 
ence of ver. 31 to ver. 27 is against this opmion. Laban’s “Come 
in, thou blessed of JEHOVAH, 1s a mere echo of ‘‘ Blessed be JE- 
HOVAH, the God of my master Abraham,” from the mouth of the 
servant. Men bless God when they are blessed by him. Laban 
distinguishes the servant as the blessed of the God from whom he 
himself had acknowledged that he had received a blessing. Also 
in ver. 51, 52, no independent knowledge of JEHOVAH is mani- 
fested, but only the reception of what the servant had said of him, 
To this must be added, that the carefully repeated designation of 
JEHOVAH in the language of the servant, as the God of his master 
Abraham, expressly excludes the family of Nahor from participa- 
tion in him, and they also are very far from appropriating such a 
participation. They do not in the least pretend that out of regard 
to them Jehovah had so wonderfully brought things to that issue. 
They yield assent to the declarations of the servant, according to 
which only Abraham and his posterity appear as the objects of JE- 
HOVAH'S providence. Thus Laban’s recognition of JEHOVAH ap- 
pears throughout to be of a borrowed character. The object which 
the historian had in communicating these expressions, was to show 
that the co-operation of JEHoVAH in this affair was so striking, that 
even those persons could not hesitate to acknowledge it, who by 
this event had first heard of JEHovau. Moreover the ready appro- 
priation of the name JEHOVAH on the part of Laban, tells nothing 
in his favour ; it rather betokens that religious superficiality which 
we shall afterwards detect in his character. Had he not regarded 
the affair objectively and with the mere understanding, had it 
rightly affected his heart, he would have made use of the name 
ELoHIM. As soon as religion becomes a living reality, it pro- 


352 THE DIVINE NAMES IN THE PENTATEUCH. 


duces a sort of holy modesty, and a dread of using language that 
does not perfectly accord with one’s internal state and position. 


Ch. xxv.—We here find in ver. 11, ELoutm where, at first sight, 
it might seem that JEHovAH ought to stand; “And it came to 
pass after the death of Abraham, that ELouim blessed his son 
Isaac.” But if we keep in mind that the notice here is quite inci- 
dental and preliminary, and that the historian does not begin till 
ver. 19 to occupy himself with Isaac, ex professo, after he had 
given the genealogy of Ishmael, ELoHIM appears perfectly suffi- 
cient. It answers the purpose of a general intimation that the 
blessing of God or of heaven had been continued from Abraham 
to Isaac. The more exact designation of the author of this bless- 
ing follows in ch. xxvi. 38-12. 

In the account of the birth of Jacob and Esau, ver. 19-26, the 
name JEHOVAH is used. To JEHovAH Isaac prays for his wife, 
because she was barren, and JEHovAH hears his prayer. This is 
quite natural, for the son, hitherto desired in vain, was to be the 
heir of the promise. It was a matter, therefore, which belonged 
not to ELouIm, but to the God of the chosen race. Rebecca, 
during her pregnancy, enquired of JEHovAH, and JEHOVAH gave 
the answer. Only on account of the relation in which, as she 
knew, JEHOVAH stood to the fruit of her body, a circumstance 
otherwise indifferent, appeared to her of great importance. She 
regarded it as a sign, the meaning of which she sought from the 
same God who had given it. 


Chap. xxvi.—In ver. 2, JEHOVAH appears to Isaac, and solemnly 
repeats to him the promise which he had given to Abraham. And 
thus, in ver. 12, the first realization of this promise which Isaac re- 
ceived, when following JEHOVAH’s command he gave up his inten- 
tion of removing to Egypt, and continued among the Philistines— 
the extraordinary blessing that attended his cultivation of the land 
—is attributed to JEHovaH. And in this way it is signified, that 
this blessing is not to be reckoned in the class of the ordinary Divine 
benefits. Precisely because Isaac dare not hope, according to the na- 
tural course of things as determined by God’s general providence, to 
find support in the land of the Philistines, he wished to go down 
into Egypt. By JEHovaH also, Isaac was led to a plentiful sup- 
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ply of water, which was unlooked for in an arid soil. Abimelech, 
the king of the Philistines, states, in ver. 27, as the reason of his 
coming to Isaac for the purpose of forming a covenant with him, 
that JEHovAH was with him, and distinguishes him, ver. 29, as 
“the blessed of JEHovan.”’ Had he confined himself for the 
proof of the fact to the point of view afforded by his own religious 
knowledge, he would have spoken of ELoni™ ; but instead of that, 
he made use of the commentary which Isaac, from his point of 
view, had given of the events. ‘The great lesson of the whole 
narrative, for which alone it was communicated, is, that the bless- 
ing of JEHovau on his chosen was so great, that even heathens 
themselves despaired of deducing it from natural causes, from the 
common providence of God, and felt obliged to admit that Isaac 
stood in a special relation to the Deity, and to recognise the mode 
in which he verified this relation. 


Chap. xxvu.—In the narrative of Isaac’s blessing contained in 
this chapter, the name JEHOVAH 1s used in ver. 7, “ that I may bless 
thee before JEHovAH ere 1 die.” The blessing did not relate to 
the goods which the general providence of God must supply, 
and the patriarch was conscious that nothing among the general 
influences of providence was expressed by his anticipations of the 
future, but that he was absolutely an instrument of the living 
and personal God, who directed the concerns of the chosen race ; 
see Gen. xlix. 7, where Jacob speaks in the person of God, and 
attributes to himself, as the author, what God would effect. Hence 
the high importance of the blessing, to which Rebecca directs 
Jacob's attention, by introducing into Isaac’s address to Esau the 
words ™*"=?, which were not expressed but implied. The ex- 
pression in ver. 20, “JeEHovAH thy God brought it to me,” will 
only appear singular as long as we do not keep in view the 
connection. Had the allusion been to ordinary hunting, the 
use of the name JEHOVAH would have been quite unsuitable. 
But here the case is very different. Isaac had signified Esau’s 
obtaining venison for him to be the sve gudé non of his receiving 
the blessing. The historian himself regards Isaac’s partaking of 
the venison as an integral part of the sacred transaction. He 
describes the beginning of it in ver. 23 by the words, “and he 


blessed him;” that is, he commenced the sacred act of pronouncing 
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the blessing. To this the solemn question belongs, “ Art thou 
my very son Esau?” Then follows his command to “ bring near” 
the venison and the wine, and his partaking of both; then the 
kiss. Lastly follows the blessing in a stricter sense; compare 
the 253% in ver. 27 with the same word in ver. 23. These facts 
can only be explained on the ground that, according to Isaac's 
view and the historian’s, the procuring of the venison and his par- 
taking of it had a symbolical meaning. The son, by thus embody- 
ing his filial love in action, was to show himself as a son, before the 
father would manifest himself as a father in giving the bless- 
ing. The use of the name JEHOVAH occasions no longer any diffi- 
culty. Whatever belongs to an act that was to be undertaken, 
mim 25 is placed under the guidance of JeHovaH. ‘That he so 
quickly succeeded in procuring what his father desired, Jacob re- 
presents as a practical declaration of the Divine covenant, that the 
whole affair is approved by God. To the same effect are Isaac's 
words in v. 27, “See the smell of my son is as the smell of a 
field which JeHovaH hath blessed.” Had he compared his son 
to an ordinary well-cultivated field, ELoHrm would have been 
used; but the name JEHOVAH shows that he speaks of a field like 
that of Paradise, resplendent with traces of the Deity—an ideal 
field, bearing the same relation to an ordinary one as Israel to 
the Heathen—a kind of enchanted garden, such as would be 
realized at a later period in Canaan, as far as the fidelity of the 
people permitted it. The following verse confirms this interpre- 
tation. ‘‘ Therefore Ha-ELouim give thee of the dew of hea- 
ven, and the fatness of the earth, and plenty of corn and wine.” 
Here it appears that the garden of JeEHovan, of which Isaac per- 
ceived a type in the fragrant garments of his son, would be a 
reality to Israel. Butif each of the blessings here adduced, with 
which the field was to be enriched, were theocratical, and belonged 
not to the general, but to the special providence of God, it 
could only be said that it was a field which, not ELonm, but JE- 
HOVAH, had blessed. From thec onnection between ver. 27 and ver. 
28, the use of Ha-Etour in the latter is accounted for. JE- 
HOVAH is to be understood from the former, and the simple mrbsn 
is equivalent to the compound exbxn mm. (Compare ch. 11.) 
Thus it appears that in this connection “ Ha-ELoHIm give thee” 
is more emphatic than “JEHOVAH give thee ;’’it expresses the addi- 
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tional idea that JEHovAu, by whom the field was blessed, was Ha- 
E:LOHIM, not any confined national God, but the only true God, 
who comprehended in himself the whole fulness of the Godhead. 


Chap. xxvili.—Here our attention is first called to the names 
which Isaac made use of in blessing Jacob, on his departure for 
Mesopotamia, ver. 8, 4, “ And ExL-SHappat bless thee, and make 
thee fruitful, and multiply thee, that thou mayest be a multitude 
of people; and give thee the blessing of Abraham to thee and 
to thy seed with thee, that thou mayest inherit the land of thy 
sojournings, which ELoum gave to Abraham.” The blessings 
which Isaac here at once wishes and foretells, are specially theo- 
cratic ; in the parallel passages of the former chapter, JEHOVAH 
is used. How are we to account for the use of the general 
names EL-SHADDAI and E1ourm in this place? Evidently from 
the relation of this blessing to that contained in the preceding 
chapter. ‘The blessing here is only an echo of that—a reminis- 
cence of it. ‘There the transaction is far more solemn; Isaac’s 
religious sentiments expanded themselves, and assumed an un- 
wonted distinctness. Here, on the contrary, he remained in a 
lower region, and was satisfied with a reference to the all con- 
trolling Providence. He had here no reason for rising above that 
ordinary tone of religious sentiment, according to which God was 
still to the patriarchs EL-Suappa1 and ELourm (see Exod. vi). 
Had this been the first blessing of Jacob, JeHovAH would neces- 
sarily have been used. 

In Jacob’s dream at Bethel, the ory "βαρ, the messengers of 
God or of heaven, in contrast to the messengers of earthly kings 
and Lords, ascend and descend the visionary ladder; but to prove 
that EKLouim is here only to be understood by way of contrast, 
at the top of the ladder, JEHovAH stands and declares, “ I am 
JEHOVAH, God of Abraham thy father, and the God of Isaac; 
the land whereon thou lest, to thee will I give it, and to thy seed. 
And thy seed shall be as the dust of the earth, and thou shalt 
spread forth to the west, and to the east, and to the north, and to the 
south, and in thy seed shall all the families of the earth be blessed. 
And, behold, I am with thee, and will keep thee in all places whither 
thou goest, and will bring thee again into this land ; for I will 
not leave thee until I have done that which I have spoken to thee 
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of.” ‘The words here uttered by God, are the explanation of the 
vision. We perceive that it did not present a visible image of the 
general providence of God, but of the special superimtendence 
which he exercised over the Church, over the whole chosen race, 
and especially over Jacob. If, therefore, it must be admitted 
that the language suits not ELourm but JEHovAH, then must 
JEHOVAH stand at the top of the ladder.. The use of the name 
that in itself was the most suitable, is here so much the more ne- | 
cessary, since with this revelation Jacob’s independent relation to 
the God of the chosen race begins,—that succession of divine 
leadings, by which from being Jacob he became Israel. Here every 
consideration must disappear which otherwise might lead to the 
substitution of ELouim for JEHOVAH. 

The internal difference of JEHovAH and ELoHIM becomes very 
apparent in the exclamation of Jacob when he awoke, ver. 16, 
“Surely JEHOVAH is in this place, and I knew it not.” Those 
persons who take JEHovAH for a general designation of the 
Deity, which is used interchangeably with ELOHIM, according to 
the accidental taste of the writer, must attribute to Jacob in this. 
passage a truly childish notion of God, and entirely foreign to 
that stage of religious formation which the patriarch had reached. 
Jacob stood far below Melchisedec and Abimelech, if he was des- 
titute of a knowledge of the Divine omnipresence. We have also 
here an instance in which obs could not be used. With JEHO- 
VAH the case was otherwise. That He should be in this place, 
and therefore give reason to expect that the rest of the journey 
would be made under his guidance and blessing—of this Jacob 
needed to be assured by the fact, and on that account this event 
had for him so great an importance, and his heart was so filled 
with gratitude. In general, the external connection with the 
chosen race, the residence at the appointed place pointed out by 
God, was the condition of participation in JEHOVAH, (see on ch. 
iv.) Ishmael, when he left his father’s house and Canaan, at 
once passed into the jurisdiction of ELonim. Jacob, by this 
vision, lost the fear lest, like him, he should be an excised branch 


which would soon wither; and the blessing which Isaac pro- 


nounced upon him at his departure, received the Divine sanction. 
But why did Jacob, when JEHovAH had thus made himself 
known, exclaim, ver. 17, ‘‘ This is none other than the house of 
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ΒΊΟΗΙΜ ?” If this exclamation had not a connection with the 
name of Bethel, and served as a preparation for it, JEHOVAH 
might certainly stand here instead of ELoutm. For the moment, 
Jacob (as the following words show, “ this is the gate of heaven’) 
was so overcome with a sense of the nearness of God exactly in 
this place, that he lost sight of everything else. But JEHovAH could 
not make a part of the proper name of the place which was here evi- 
dently prepared, partly because in that age, for reasons that have 
already been given, the composition of proper names with JEHOVAH 
was ‘avoided (as was in some degree the case even at a later 
period, as, for example, 1 Sam. i. 20, ‘She called his name 
Samuel, saying, because I have asked him of JEHovaAnH”), partly 
on grammatical grounds. Beth-JeEHovan would mean, the house 
of Jehovah, and this appellation would have been to the preju- 
dice of the then and later seat of the Church. oerty stands 
merely on grammatical grounds in Judges xvi. 5, “ And the man 
Micah hada house of God,” #7°8 72>, For that the house was 
dedicated to JEHOVAH is clear from the whole narrative; see ver. 2, 
3,13. That this grammatical reason necessarily required ELoHIM in 
ver. 22, (‘And this stone shall be a house of ELouiM ;”) even EwaLp 
acknowledges (v. Studien und Crit. p.598). Butif the sanctuary, 
as far as it was the work of human hands, was necessarily called ms 
mrs, since it was not ¢he house of God in an exclusive sense— 
so also the sanctuary, as far as it was not the work of human 
hands, had been founded by God himself, by means of his ma- 
nifestation. or the latter is as little exclusive as the former. 
EWALD is so much the less disposed to dispute this, since, in re- 
ference to the whole narrative, he remarks, that it belongs to that 
class in which God predominates, and is always called JEHOVAH, 
where no special reason requires the general name. Moreover, 
in the nature of things, a true Bethel is always at the same time 
a house of JEHOVAH. For it bears the name, because it has the 
concentrated and potentiated presence of ELouiM, but where this 
is, there is JEHOVAH. 

The Divine names in Jacob’s vow remain to be noticed; ver. 
19-21, “And Jacob vowed a vow, saying, if God will be with 
me, and will keep me in this way that I go, and will give me 
bread to eat, and raiment to put on, so that I come again to 
my father’s house in peace, and JEHovaH is my God (sr5xd), 
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so shall this stone be a house of ELonti™, and of all that thou 
shalt give me, I will surely give the tenth unto thee.” We 
must first justify the view on which this translation is founded, 
against those who begin the minor elause with "2 nig mt 
BITPe> “if God, &e.,. . then shall Jenovan,” &c. The first reason 
against this translation is the tense of the verb. We should expect 
the future to agree with "77? and ™7¥28. Secondly, The vow thus 
announced can relate only to some outward act. For wherever, in 
the Old Testament, a vow is mentioned, it never treats of something 
that is purely internal, but always of the embodying of gratitude 
by an outward act. Z'hirdly, Our mode of understanding it is 
confirmed by a comparison with ver. 18, where JEHOVAH says, “ I 
am JEHOVAH the God (7x) of Abraham thy father, and the God 
of Isaac.” Jacob’s words are hence evidently shown to mean, 
if JEHOVAH shall be to me what he has been to Abraham and 
Fsaac. Let his language also be compared with ver. 15, where JE- 
HOVAH says, ‘‘ Behold I am with thee, and will keep thee in all 
places whither thou goest, and will bring thee again into this land.” 
All this Jacob comprises in the expression, ‘‘ JEHOVAH is God to 
me.” We may also compare it with ch. xvii. 7, 8, where God 
promises that he will be orbs to Abraham and to his seed. Now 
the question arises, how is the orbs in ver. 19, to be explained, 
which is the more remarkable, since, immediately before, JEHO- 
vAH had promised to perform that which Jacob here states as the 
condition of the fulfilment of his vow. The advocates of the Do- 
cument-hypothesis and Fragment-hypothesis, are here quite at 
fault. For the mm, im ver. 21, sets aside every external mode of 
explanation, and forces us to deduce the use of ELoHIM from in- 
ternal eauses; and these are not so difficult to discover. The 
clause, ‘If KLonim will be with me, &c., so that I come again 
to my father’s house,” forms a mere paraphrase of “ If ELonim 
will be JEHovAH to me,’ and to this the following clause, “ and 
if JEHOVAH will be ELouHIM to me,” forms a very suitable conelu- 
sion. Both are closely connected together. For to Jacob, in 
his own experience, compared with his fathers, Abraham and 
Isaac, and even with the future promised to him by God, JEHo- 
VAH was still KLtouHim. He became JEHOVAH to him, when he 
fulfilled his promises, and by the experiences of life was more 
distinctly apprehended and thus became Azs God. By the first 
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designation of God as ELouim, Jacob took account of what God 
was for him; and by the second designation, as JEHOVAH, what 
he was in himself. He became to him what he was in himself, 
by becoming δ God. The importance of this passage for the 
whole relation of JEHOVAH and ELOHIM, is very evident. The re- 
lative use of the two names, as we have before pointed out (ch. 
Xvii, xxiii. Wc.) is here undeniably verified ; and the cheapest of 
all objections, that the distinctions we have made are much too 
refined, must be silenced, until some other expedient has been 
discovered. 


Chap. xxix.—xxx. 1-24.—In this section, containing an ac- 
count of the birth and names of Jacob’s sons, the two Divine 
names are constantly interchanged. This is additionally perplex- 
ing to the advocates of the Document-hypothesis and Fragment- 
hypothesis, since throughout the section the same character, the 
same point of view, and the same mode of expression prevail. 
EKICHHORN and ILGEN treat it with indifference; they would 
rather surrender the fact than their hypothesis. But their temper 
is too daring for Vater. He sees himself obliged to admit the 
- unity of the section, and to protest against its dislocation often 


into single verses. 


If we examine the use of the Divine names at the birth and 
naming of the sons, the facts presented to our notice are as fol- 
lows : Where the historian speaks, we find, in reference to Leah’s 
first son, JEHOVAH (xxix. 31, “ And when JEHOVAH saw that 
Leah was hated, he opened her womb; but Rachel was barren,’) 
in connection with the sons of Bilhah and Zilpah, there is no 
mention of God: on the birth of Leah’s fifth son we find Exo- 
HIM (xxx. 17, “ And Eon hearkened unto Leah, and she con- 
ceived and bare Jacob the fifth son’). In reference to Rachel, 
we likewise find ELouim, (ver. 22, “And ELouim remembered 
Rachel, and KLourm hearkened to her and opened her womb”). 

Leah regards the birth of her four first sons in reference to JE- 
HOVAH (ch. xxix. 32, “And Leah conceived and bare a son, and she 
called his name Reuben; for she said, surely JeHovan hath looked 
upon my affliction.” Ver. 33, “And she conceived again, and bare 
a son, and said, because JEHOVAH hath heard that I was hated, he 
hath therefore given me this son also; and she called his name 
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Simeon.” Ver. 85, “And she said, now will I praise JEHOVAH ; 
therefore she called his name Judah, and left off bearing.” At 
the birth of Zilpah’s children there is no higher reference. At 
the birth of Leah’s fifth son, she said (xxx. 18), ‘‘ ELoHIM hath 
given me mine hire, because I have given my maiden to my hus- 
band ;” at the birth of the sixth, ‘ KLonim hath given me good 
dowry ; now will my husband dwell with me.” 

Rachel regarded the birth of Bilhah’s first son as a favour from 
ELouiM ; ch. xxx, 6, “‘ And Rachel said, ELoui™ hath judged 
me, and hath also heard my voice, and given me ason.” And 
thus at the birth of the second, ver. 8, ‘‘and Rachel said, with 
the wrestlings of ELouim have I wrestled with my sister, and 1 
have prevailed.” (ROSENMULLER and SCHUMANN, pugnam maxime 
arduam. This is the current interpretation, but manifestly false ; 
not only on general grounds, because ELOHIM is never used merely 
to add emphasis to an expression (see ch. x.), but also specially on 
account of the connection. The wrestlings of God are the wrest- 
lings regarding E1Loum™ and his grace. Leah had represented 
Rachel’s barrenness hitherto as a practical evidence against her 
possession of God’s favour, and her own fruitfulness as a reward 
from God for her unmerited sufferings. Compare Ps. exxvil. 3. 


Lo, children are an heritage of JEHOVAH, 
And the fruit of the womb is his reward. 


This evidence appears to Rachel weakened by the birth of a son ; 
the conflict for God’s favour was decided to her advantage ; com- 
pare the expression in ver. 6, “ ELouim hath judged me”—it 
corresponds to ver. 8, “ In the conflict of God, so long carried on 
with my sister, I have at last triumphed ;” notice, moreover, the 
name Dinah, which Leah gave her daughter (xxx. 21)—the refer- 
ence to God; the sentiment that children were pledges of his 
favour goes from beginning to end. Also, in the birth of her own 
first son, Rachel] noticed the interposition of KLOHIM; xxx. 23, 
“ And she conceived and bare a son; and said, EKLoni™ hath 
taken away my reproach.” On the other hand, at the birth of her 
second son, she expresses her hope in JEHovAH ; ver. 24, “ And 
she called his name Joseph, and said, JEHOVAH shall add to me 
another son.” This hope was fulfilled; but the son was her son 
of sorrow, at once a gift and a punishment, xxxy. 18 
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This simple survey of facts will suffice, even for persons who 
may not be satisficd with ail the details, to awaken the conviction 
that the Divine names are here employed with a distinct perception 
of their difference, and from internal reasons. The advocates of 
the national God are here thrown into perplexity. Nor will the 
God of revelation alone be sufficient. 

The different circumstances of the two sisters, to which they 
constantly refer at the birth of their sons, form the key to the use 
of the Divine names. Leah was suffering injustice, and out of 
health. Her hard-hearted and jealous sister bore the principal 
blame of her husband's aversion to her, and made use of this 
aversion to ridicule and depreciate her. Under these circum- 
stances Leah acknowledged, and with her the historian agreed, 
that the offspring granted to her, and denied to Rachel, was not 
merely the effect of a general operation of providence, a concur- 
sus divinus such as constantly attended these events, but spe- 
cially an act of the living, personal, righteous, and rewarding 
God. But as to the children of her handmaid, no notice is 
taken of the Divine agency, either by Leah or the historian. 
‘There was nothing singular or out of the ordinary course of na- 
ture either preceding or attending their birth. 11 God had wished 
to give Leah more children, he could have done it without this 
expedient. In the birth of the fifth and sixth sons, the historian 
and Leah acknowledge the Divine hand ; yet that special import- 
ance which was attached to the birth of the first four sons, was no 
longer felt ; the object was perfectly attamed; matters returned 
to their wonted path ; Leah yields to the influence of habit ; her 
devotional feelmgs are less strongly excited ; her eye is chiefly 
directed to natural causes, and she acknowledges only an indis- 
tinct divine co-operation. (See the remarks on ch. iv). 

Rachel's state of mind at first appears analogous to that of Leah 
at alater period. She had no motive to raise herself to JEHOVAH ; 
she would rather dread him as a judge and avenger. To pro- 
nounce his name was more than she ventured to do at the birth 
of her handmaiden’s son, for she was too well aware how far it 
was the result of her own device. Not till the birth of her own 
first-born, in which she justly acknowledges a gift of the Divine 
favour (and which the historian describes as such), she became 
more courageous and confident; she ventured to apply for a 
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second son to JEHovaAH ; she forgot that there was still cause for 
fear, smce she had persisted in her unjust conduct towards her 
sister. So theson whom she asked of JEHOVAH, was given to her 
by JEHOVAH, but as a son of sorrow. 

We have only one thing more to notice in this section—Jacob’s 
language to Rachel in ch. xxx. 2, “Am I in stead of ELontm ?” 
In the passage already quoted from the Psalms, children are de- 
scribed as a gift from JEHOVAH, and such were the sons of Jacob 
as father of the chosen race in a sense altogether peculiar. But 
here the object was to expose the folly of Rachel's request, “‘ Give 
me children or else I die!” and by way of contrast, the most ge- 
neral name of God was appropriate. 

We may pass over the second half of ch. xxx., for the use of 
JEHOVAH by Laban (ver. 27, ‘“ JEHOVAH hath blessed me for 
thy sake”) will be understood by a reference to the remarks on 
ch. xxiv. ᾿ 


Chap. xxxi.—The command given to Jacob to return to Ca- 
naan is attributed in ver. 3 to JEHOVAH, and quite naturally ; for 
the whole journey was under the guidance of JEHOVAH, (see ch. 
xxvii). On the other hand, Jacob, in conversing with his wives, 
used the name ELonim even when, looking only at the subject, 
JEHOVAH might have been more suitable. EZLoHIm had not suf- 
fered Laban to hurt him, (ver. 7). ELonim had taken away 
Laban’s cattle (ch. ix), although, in these events, there had been 
a fulfilment of the promise which JEHOVAH had made to Jacob on 
his departure from home; even the angel of EKLou1m had com- 
manded Jacob to return (ver. 11), yet, according to the statement 
of the historian in ver. 8, this summons had proceeded from JE- 
HOVAH. Novy, since this use of ELoni™M cannot be accounted for 
from the nature of the subject, we must look for its explanation 
in the persons whom Jacob addressed. We may do this with less 
hesitation, since these persons give evidence of the vagueness of 
their religious knowledge by their own use of ELoHIM on sub- 
jects which peculiarly belong to the jurisdiction of JEHovAH. 
ELOoHIM, according to Jacob's wives, had taken away their father’s 
possessions ; whatever EKLoHIM commanded him, they exhorted 
him to do. ‘They did not perhaps speak thus, because JEHOVAH 
was utterly unknown to them, (compare ver. 29, 30); but be- 
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cause he stood at a distance from them, so that they could only 
elevate themselves to him in some solemn moments, of which the 
preceding section furnishes instances. ‘To this weakness of faith 
in his wives Jacob condescended, as the Christian will still do, in 
intercourse with those who only agree with him on the most gene- 
ral religious views: often, in speaking from their point of view, he 
can only make use of the most general designations of God, the 
Almighty, Omnipotence, Providence, Heaven ; while, on other oc- 
casions, when he can avow his faith, and can make the contrast ob- 
servable, he will purposely select the most definite designations. 
On the same grounds also rests the use of KXLOHIM in Jacob’s ad- 
dress to Laban, ver. 42. To Laban the Syrian, ELoHIM came in 
a dream by night (ver. 24). If we regard the subject, this dream 
proceeded from JEHOVAH ; but God was here only to be desig- 
nated according to what he was for Laban, who had only reached 
a lower stage of religious knowledge, and whose soul was like a 
dull mirror. Though he might have an outward acquaintance 
with JEHOVAH, yet his real knowledge did not go beyond ELourm. 
God was always to him a distant, undefined Deity, a dim cloudy 
form, however near he might approach him. That Laban him- 
self makes use of the name JEHOVAH in ver. 49, ‘ JEHOVAH watch 
between me and thee,’ appears, if we look at his design and whole 
character, as quite natural. In ver. 30, he distinguishes the Tera- 
phim as his own God, but for this god he well knew Jacob had 
no respect ; and likewise the threatening of the vengeance of the 
Deity, whose favour, as he supposed, was obtained through the 
medium of the 'Teraphim, appeared to him not sufficiently awful ; 
he therefore employed that name which, as he well knew, was great 
and awful in Jacob's esteem. In ver. 50, he speaks in a similar 
connection of KLouim ; but here the general name of God is ma- 
nifestly introduced by way of contrast—if xo man is with us, yet, 
behold, ELoHIM 15 a witness between me and thee ! 


Chap. xxxii—In reference to the ΘΠ ΡΝ "287? in ver. 2, compare 
what has already been remarked in the parallel narrative in ch. 
XXViil; the 7°47 in ver. 8 must be supported by the same 
grammatical reason as P78 ™3 xxvii. 17. Jacob meant to dis- 
tinguish the place as an encampment of God. The necessity for 


using ELouim will appear more clearly if we carefully notice 
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what follows. It could scarcely be an accidental meeting when 
in the same passage the messengers 7287? are spoken of, whom 
Jacob sent before him to propitiate his brother Esau, ver. 4. And 
so of Jacob's two encampments, ver. 8 and ver.11. The appear 

ance of God’s messengers gives Jacob courage to send Ais mes- 
sengers under their invisible guidance; the double encampment 
of God stands in encouraging parallelism to his own double en- 
campment. On the other hand, in Jacob's prayer, ver. 10, “ O 
God of my father Abraham, and God of my father Isaac, JE- 
HOVAH, which saidst unto me, return,’ &c., the name JEHOVAH 
could not be omitted. Jacob was in a most elevated, solemn state 
of feeling; the anguish of his heart had roused his piety to vi- 
gorous exercise, to an apprehension of the living, personal God ; 
not the Deity in a general sense, but JEHovAnH, the God of the 
chosen race, had vouchsafed the promise which formed the foun- 
dation of his prayer—that he would do him good—had in the 
hitherto glorious fulfilment of his promise given him a pledge 
for the future, and had commanded him to return to the land of 
his fathers. JEHOVAH alone was the ground of his comfort and 
his hope. The danger was too great for a mere general faith in 
a general Providence to sustain his confidence. In ver. 29 (28), 
on the other hand, “Thy name shall be called no more Jacob, 
but Israel, for thou hast conflicted (2°72) with ELonimm and with 
men, and has prevailed ;’ KLoHIM must stand, although JEHo- 
VAH was conquered by Jacob by the weapons of prayer and weep- 
ing (Hos. xii. 5). For the conflict with God stands here in ex- 
press contrast to the conflict with men. In his heavenly oppo- 
nent, Jacob had at the same time conquered all his earthly foes. 
This view is confirmed by the name IsRAEL, which, for reasons 
already assigned, could not be exchanged for any word com- 
pounded with JEHovaH. In ver. 31 (80), “And Jacob called 
the name of the place Peniel, for I have seen ELontm face to 
face, and my life is preserved.” ELoHIM stands partly in refer- 
ence to the name, partly on account of the contrast between man 
and God. When heaven and earth, God and man, come in con- 
-tact, the earthly would be annihilated by the heavenly, unless 
God, out of his grace, spared poor mortals. 7 


Chap. xxxii.—Jacob, in his conference with Esau, speaks only 
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of ELOHIM, even in ἃ connection where, as far as the facts are 
concerned, JEHOVAH would be more suitable (ver. 5), “‘ The chil- 
dren which ELout hath graciously given thy servant ;” ver. 11, 
“Take my blessing that is brought to thee, because ELouiM hath 
dealt graciously with me, and I have everything ;” while in ch. 
xxx. 11, he praises JEHOVAH as the author of all his prosperity, 
for the same reasons for which he adopted a similar phraseology 
in his conversations with his wives and Laban. (See above, 
p- 363). JEHOVAH was exalted far above the level of Esau’s 
superficial religion, which was only slightly exhibited at rare in- 
tervals. Had he not been estranged from JEHOVAH, he would not 
have sold his birthright for a dish of lentils. On the other hand, in 
ver. 10, ‘‘ If now I have found grace in thy sight, then receive my 
present at my hand; for therefore (to bring thee this present) I 
have seen thy face, as though one had seen the face of God, ΤΙΝ 
™» M872 (1 have approached thee with the reverence with which one 
comes before God or before the heavenly powers), and thou wast 
pleased with me’—the subject requires ELoHIM, and JEHovAH 
would here be quite madmissible. For here it is only intended 
to express the idea of almost superhuman respect, of honor 
pene divinus. ‘The face of God is here contrasted with the face 
of man. 


Ch. xxxv.—We proceed at once to this chapter, as in the pre- 
ceding no Divine name occurs. The frequent use of ELourmM here, 
even in connections in which elsewhere JEHOVAH stands, cannot 
be applied to support the Document-hypothesis. For the reference 
to the earlicr narrative ch. xxvili., according to which JEHOVAH 
appeared to Jacob as he proceeded to Mesopotamia, is here so 
strong and evident (compare especially ver. 1, 7, 9), that both 
portions must necessarily belong to one and the same author, and 
this can only contain the name JEHOVAH from internal reasons. 
Besides, though the mention of the name is avoided, this chap- 
ter, there is no doubt, substantially relates to JEHovAH. It must 
have been Jacob’s intention to build an altar (ver. 1 and 8), not 
to the Deity in general, but to the definite, concrete God, who 
appeared to him when he fled from his brother Esau, who heard 
him in the day of his distress, and was with him on the way 
in which he walked. To this God of his family, to whom the 


366 THE DIVINE NAMES IN THE PENTATEUCH. 


exclusive service of his people belonged, the strange gods "78 
7227 im ver. 4 are placedin opposition. If, thon, itis evident that 
the author knew and acknowledged the fact,—the name also, 
which, according to the spirit of the ancient world, was given. at 
the same time with it, could not be unknown. But the ground 
on which he abstains from using it, it is not difficult to perceive. 
The whole narrative relates to Bethel and Israel, names com- 
pounded with the general Divine name. The reason and occa- 
sion of these names are here to be given. Bethel is Bethel. 
First, because Ex appeared there to Jacob on his flight from 
Esau, ver. 1, because the heavenly powers (o°n>s = >x) had mani- 
fested themselves to him ; (compare on the plural verb the remarks 
on ch. xx). Secondly, because Jacob, to fulfil his vow (ch. xxviii.) 
had built there a house of God, analtar. Thirdly, because there 
ELoHIM had appeared to him a second time after the erection of 
the house of God. How the use of the name Exon stands in 
the account of this second appearance, in reference to the name of 
the place, is clearly shown at the end; ver. 18, “ And ELtonm™ 
went up from him 12) the place where he talked with him; and 
Jacob set up a pillar ¢ the place where he talked with him. 

And Jacob called the name of the place where ELoutm spake 
with him, Bethel.” The whole character of the section is etymo- 
logical. It forms, in short, a commentary on the name Bethel, 
_ to which every thing else is made subordinate. 

Yet one instance of the use of the name ELonIM requires spe- 
cial justification ; in ver. 5, “ and the terror of ELOHIM was upon 
the cities that were round about them, and they did not pursue 
after the sons of Jacob.” For this notice is not connected with 
the etymological references. But here it is evident that the "57 
o"7>8 forms a contrast to a terror proceeding from haman causes, 
for which there was in this instance no foundation. The terror 
not proceeding from any earthly cause is called a terror of God, 


in the same way as lightning, in contrast to earthly fire, is called 
a fire of God. 


Ch. xxxvili.—JEHOVAH occurs in ver. 7, “ And Er, Judah’s » 
first-born, was wicked in the sight of the Lord, and JzHovaH slew 
him ;” and in ver. 10, ‘ And the thing which he (Onan) did dis- 
pleased JEHovAH, wherefore he slew him also.” We have already 
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seen that in manifestations of the Divine punitive justice, the pre- 
ference is given to the name JEHOVAH (see the remarks on ch. 
X., X1., xl.) ; but here it was peculiarly necessary, because the 
sins in question were committed among the chosen race, to whom 
God's justice, as well as his grace, stands in a far closer relation 
than to the heathen. 


Chap. xxxix._l.—The facts in this section of which our oppo- 
nents must acknowledge the strict congruity, are in general the 
folowing: In ch. xxxix. there is an industrious and almost 
pleonastic repetition of JEHOVAH, as designing the being who 
superintends the whole train of events; and it is invariably used 
when the historian speaks in his own person. Ver. 2, “ And 
JEHOVAH was with Joseph.” Ver, 3, “ And his master saw that 
JEHOVAH was with him, and that JenHovau made all that he did 
to prosper.” Ver 5, “ And JEHovAH blessed the Egyptian’s house 
for Joseph's sake ; and the blessing of JeHovan was upon all that 
he had.” Ver. 21, “ But JEHovaH was with Joseph, and showed 
him mercy.” Ver. 23, “Because JEHOVAH was with him ; and that 
which he did, Jenovan made it to prosper.” But with the end 
of this chapter the use of the name ceases, and after a consider- 
able interval we only find it once more in the blessing of dying 
Jacob: xlix. 28, “I have waited for thy salvation, O JeHovaH!” 
On the other hand, ELonim occurs in ch. xxxix. only once in 
ver. 9, where Joseph says to Potiphar’s wife, “ How then can 1 
do this great wickedness and sin against ELouim ? arbs>.” In all 
the other chapters it maintains the ascendancy, and only is inter- 
changed once with EL SHappat. 

‘The advocates of the Document-hypothesis are here thrown into 
great perplexity. The notion of a narrative composed from two 
or three documents is sufficiently difficult, since the whole is so 
evidently cast in one mould. If they follow their grand criterion, 
the Divine names, the Jehovistic documents occupy only two chap- 
ters, the xxxix. and xlix.; and in the former, ELout is found in 
ver. 9 in the midst of a Jehovistic connection. Since it is too 
plainly connected with the contents to be changed without hesita- 
tion into JEHOVAH, and since one seems necessitated to grant that 
it was placed there for internal reasons, the same method of ex- 
planing it is at hand as in the case of Jenovau. Also in ch. 
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xlix. one cannot place much reliance on the JEHOVAH in ver. 18, 
since immediately after, in ver. 24, where several Divine names 
occur, that of JEHOVAH is wanting, which a Jehovah-document 
would certainly have used. Added to this, in this section, in an 
Elohistic connection, exactly those peculiarities appear, besides the 
Divine names, which otherwise it has been usual to consider as 
belonging to Jehovistic documents (see GRAMBERG’S remarkable 
concession, p. 87) ; and then it must be most surprising that here, 
in the last great section of the patriarchal history, ELou1m has an 
almost unlimited ascendancy, while in the first part, the history of 
Abraham, JEHOVAH is almost equally prevalent. The composi- 
tion from a Jehovistic and Elohistic document being assumed, we 
might expect a proportionate relation of the parts taken from both, 
from beginning to end. And it must be very strange that the 
Jehovistic portion of one section should be exactly at the thres- 
hold, just at the beginning of Joseph’s career in Egypt. This 
certainly looks more like design, like a choice guided by internal 
reasons, than like accident. 

Let us now give the explanation of the facts from our own 
point of view. The intentionally reiterated use of the name JE- 
HOVAH cannot be thought strange. Joseph's destinies are under 
the guidance not of a general, but of the special providence which 
watched over the chosen race ; they had not an individual, but a 
national religious importance. Through them, preparation was 
made for the residence of the chosen people in Egypt, which long 
before, in the communication to Abraham, ch. xv. 18, was marked 
out as a necessary part of the Divine plan with his people, as a 
necessary transition-point from the pilgrimage in the land of Ca- 
naan to the possession of it. In Egypt, Jacob’s family would ob- 
tain abundant support during the famine. There they would in- 
crease to a united, great, and powerful people; there was the best 
school of civilization ; and (which is the principal point) there was 
the seat of the strongest earthly power, and therefore the best op- 
portunity for bringing on those heavy sufferings which were adopted 
to awaken in Israel a longing after deliverance, and a readiness 
to surrender themselves to their God. It was, at the same time, 
a glorious theatre on which the God of Israel displayed his cha- 
racter, his power, justice, and grace in the deliverance of his people 
and in his judgment on their enemies. Hence it was perfectly 
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natural that the author should, at the beginning of his narrative, 
by the frequent use of the name JEHOVAH, render it evident that he 
recounted these events as proofs of God's care for the chosen race. 
The ms in ver. 9 may be easily accounted for. mm would have 
been more suitable to the subject ; for God is here spoken of as 
judge and avenger. But, in conversation with a heathen woman, 
Exonim would be preferred, since JEHOVAH, both in name and 
reality, was entirely beyond her horizon. 

If we turn now to the following chapter, it will soon appear, 
that, in a considerable number of passages, the use of ELOHIM in 
part mest be explained, in part at least, can be explained on those 
general grounds which are applicable not less to the other books 
of Scripture than to the Pentateuch. Thus in ch. xl. 8, “ And 
they said unto him, we have dreamed a dream, and there is no in- 
terpreter of it. And Joseph said unto them, Do not interpreta- 
tions belong to God ? (πριν) ; tellme them, I pray you.” Here, 
apart from its being addressed to foreigners, ELOHIM is the pro- 
per term. The interpretation of dreams was not a human, but a 
Divine prerogative, and hence might be imparted as a gift to any 
one without distinction of people or station. There is here no- 
thing that requires an exactly defined God. A similar, general 
contrast between God and man, heaven and earth, occurs also in 
the answer which Joseph gave to Pharaoh, ch. xl. 16, when he 
said to him, “1 have heard said of thee, that thou canst under- 
stand a dream to interpret it.” ““ Itis not in me; ELonrm shall 
give Pharaoh an answer of peace.” And wemight naturally ex- 
pect that Joseph would generally, in conversing with Pharaoh, 
who knew nothing of Jehovah, make use of EKLOHIM, and only 
differ from Pharaoh in making the word concrete by prefixing the 
article ; (compare his srbxn in ver. 25, 28, 32, with Pharaoh's 
ἘΝ Imever 36 and 39), Also im yer. o1, 02,°° And oseph 
called the name of the first-born Manasseh ; for ELouim hath 
made me forget all my toil, and all my father’s house.” ELonm™ 
is not at all strange ; for Joseph regarded the birth of his son not 
as somehow connected with the development of the Divine king: 
dom; it was rather the general idea of Providence which was 
predominant, the indefinite feeling of dependence which pressed 
upon him. That Joseph, in conversation with his brethren, em- 


ployed the name Enontm, as long as he did not make himself 
Aa 
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self known to them (ch. xlii. 18, “‘ Do this and live, I fear 
God,” mrbsr—not Jehovah, but still the one personal God, xliii. 
29), is quite in order. The use of JEHovAH would have be- 
trayed him. It is equally natural that Joseph’s brethren (who, 
before they knew him, stood in the same relation to him that 
Joseph did to Pharaoh) should speak merely of Ha-ELoHIM to 
him, in a connection (“‘ Ha-Exontm hath found out the iniquity 
of thy servants,” xliv. 16), where Jehovah would be more suited 
to the subject. In ch. xlv. 6, where Joseph, after he had made — 
himself known to his brethren, says, “ Be not grieved, &c., for 
Eon did send me before you,” the use of ELouim will ap- 
pear satisfactory, if we observe, that here the general contrast 
between God and man is most prominently exhibited, and in ver. 
8 is still more distinctly expressed, “Τὺ was not yow that sent 
me hither, but Ha-Etouim.” From this contrast also we may 
perhaps explain the use of ELourM in v. 9, ‘‘ Haste you, and go 
up to my father, and say unto him, Thus saith thy son Joseph, 
ELout™ hath made me lord of all Egypt ; come down unto me, 
tarry not.” Jacob had confined himself wholly to human de- 
signs ; he had lost sight of God’s leadings ; that God, and not 
man, was for him the reason of going down to Egypt. But, on 
the one hand, the contrast was, of itself, too little prominent, for 
it not to be expressly marked, if the author attached importance 
to it; and, on the other hand, the contrast here was not so im- 
portant, nor so suited to determine Jacob to the desired resolu- 
tion, as the reference to the living personal God of the chosen 
race, whose guidance they were to follow everywhere—to the 
slightest intimation of whose will they were to attend. In ch. 
xlvii. 9, where Joseph says to Jacob, “these are my sons, whom 
ELouHIM hath given me in this place,” if we do not attend to the 
connexion, certainly =nbs would be justified; but if we refer to 
this, it appears that mr would be far more suitable. The ques- 
tion of Jacob, ‘“‘ Who are these ?” in ver. 8, if compared with 
what goes before, cannot be taken as an enquiry of the half-blind 
old man, after something which he knew not: it belongs to the 
same class as Isaac’s question, ‘‘ Art thou my son Esau ?” which 
he asked after he believed that he had ascertained that he had 
his son Ksau before him. It constitutes a part of the holy act 
of blesstng, and makes a part of its form, as now-a-days a simi- 
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lar question in judicial proceedings. Joseph’s answer, “ they 
are my sons,” is followed immediately by ‘‘ Bring them unto me, 
and I will bless them.” The blessing followed, before JEHovaH 
(compare ch. xxvii.) ; it related to the participation in the bless- 
ings which JEHOVAH promised to bestow. What, therefore, could 
be more natural than that Joseph should distinguish the partici- 
pation in these blessings as a gift of JEHOVAH'S grace? Also 
in ver. 11, “ And Israel said unto Joseph, I had not thought to 
see thy face; and, lo, Etonmm hath shewed me also thy seed.” 
ELoHIM may properly stand here, as there is a contrast between 
human thought and Divine conduct. But if we reflect on the 
solemn frame of Jacob's mind, in which his religious sentiment 
was roused to the most vigorous action, EKLOHIM must appear 
strange to us, and we should rather expect that a heart filled 
with gratitude should raise itself to JEnovaH. On the other 
hand, in ch. 1. 9, where Joseph says to his brethren, ‘Am I in the 
place of ELouim?” E1ourm, which here, since there is a gene- 
ral contrast between God and man, appears in every respect suit- 
able ; and likewise in ver. 20, ‘‘ Ye thought evil against me, but 
J.LoHIM meant it unto good.” 

If the use of the Divine names in this section were limited to 
the passages hitherto quoted, we should mistrust our ability to 
justify the constant recurrence of ELour on general grounds. 
For, together with such instances in which ELoHIM must neces- 
sarily stand, there are several others in which it might stand, but 
so also might JEHovaAH equally well, and some in which JEHOVAH 
is evidently more suitable. That in such case ELOHIM, always 
and without exception, is used, must appear very surprising, and 
indicates the operation of a special reason. 

But there is besides, a whole class of passages, where, ac- 
cording to general reasons, JEHOVAH must be unconditionally 
expected. Thus, in ch. xli. 28, “ And they (Joseph's breth- 
ren) were afraid, saying to one another, what hath ELonim done 
unto us?” Joseph’s brethren acknowledged in what had be- 
fallen them, arighteous retribution; but punishments and rewards 
proceed from Jehovah. Ch. ΧΙ]. 14, Jacob says, “ El Shad- 
dai give you mercy before the man.” Why not rather JEHOVAH, 
the tutelar God of the chosen race? But, if any where, JEHO- 


VAH must be expected in ch. xlvi. 1-8. There Jacob supplicates 
Aar 
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by a solemn act of worship at Beersheba, on the borders of the 
promised land, for the express approval of his journey to Egypt. 
That this was according to God’s will and plan, after comparing 
the communication to Abraham respecting it, with the wonderful 
train of events relating to himself, he could not doubt ; still he 
wished for the distinct announcement of it, and this was granted 
to him. God appears to him, as formerly, at Bethel, in a vision 
of the night, and tells him not to fear to go down into Egypt ; for 
he would make of him there a great nation ; he would go down 
with him into Egypt and bring him up again. That the contents 
are throughout Jehovistic is plain enough, and yet the name is 
carefully avoided. Jacob offers sacrifices, not to JEHOVAH, but 
to the God of his fathers, a designation which certainly goes be- 
yond Loui in definiteness, but yet is by no means equivalent to 
JEHOVAH; and not till the historical development had reached its 
culminating point, does the idea of the historical God coincide 
with that of JeEnovanH. Not JEHovAH, but ELonIM appeared to 
Jacob; he distinguishes himself only as 7°38 ΡΝ °83, and under 
this character vouchsafes him the promise. Equally surprising is 
ch. xlviii. 8, “ And Jacob said unto Joseph, Ex SHappat ap- 
peared to me at Luz.” We should here have expected JEHOVAH ; 
for this name is found in the parallel passage, ch. xxviil. 18. And 
the promise that is here made to him is strictly Jehovistic. If 
Jacob made the sons of Joseph partakers in this promise, in a 
higher degree than would have happened to them in the common 
course of things, this could have been done only under the special 
authority of JeEHovaH. On the ordinary grounds likewise, the 
omission of JEHOVAH, in the blessing on the sons of Joseph, 
ver. 15, 16, is inexplicable. It is true Jacob does not represent 
the Deity in the most general sense, as the author of the bless- 
ing, but the Gop (orby-) before whom his fathers walked, and 
who had fed him all his life long; still it is surprising that he 
does not call this God JEHovaH. Also in ver. 20 (‘‘ In thee 
shall Israel bless, saying, ELoHIM make thee as Ephraim and as 
Manasseh”). ELOHIM appears strange, since here the subject is 
a solemn benediction, expressed in. an elevated tone, and with a 
conviction of its efficiency; and in ver. 21, ‘“‘ And Israel said 
unto Joseph, Behold, I die ; but ELoutm shall be with you, and 
bring you again into the land of your fathers.” EZLOHIM, merely 
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on general grounds, would be absolutely inadmissible. In ch. 
xlix. 24, it is at least singular that Jacob does not speak of JE- 
HOVAH, although he employs several Divine titles. But with ch. 1. 
24, “ And Joseph said, I die, and ELonm will surely visit you, 
and bring you out of this land unto the land which he sware to 
Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob,” from the point of view which 
the opponents of the Document-hypothesis have till now occu- 
pied, there is nothing to be done, and as little with ver. 26. 

How are these hitherto unexplained facts to be accounted for ? 
Some persons may be disposed to adopt the opinion suggested by 
Sack (p. 18), that Joseph, during his residence among heathens, 
had been accustomed to the name ELouim, which at first he had 
used as a matter of accommodation, and that Jacob, when he 
conversed with him, made use of this name for a similar reason. 
But on closer examination, this opinion appears quite untenable. 
Owing to the internal connection between name and thing, as it 
existed in that age, Joseph could not have disused the one, without 
losing his hold of the other; and that he still retamed, though 
surrounded by heathens, a living sense of Him who was repre- 
sented by the name, is proved by his dying injunction to carry 
his bones into Canaan. Moreover, the use of KLOHIM where we 
might expect JEHOVAH, is not confined to the language of Joseph, 
and of Jacob in speaking to Joseph; it occurs in other speeches of 
Jacob and his sons; and, what is still more, in the historian’s own 
narrative. But evidently, a hypothesis which 15 not competent to 
explain all facts of the same class, cannot be applied to explain 
any part of them. Besides, the preference for the use of KKLOHIM 
in the first chapter of Exodus, is plainly connected with the pre- 
ference for it in that portion of Genesis which borders closely upon 
it. But there the hypothesis has no sort of applicability. 

The correct view may be inferred from the curious remarks al- 
ready made, particularly on ch. vi—ix., xil., xvil., xxl. As the 
author in the last large portion of the pre-patriarchal history, in- 
timated, by the reiterated use of ELoutm, and the designed avoid- 
ance of JEHOVAH, that a new period of unfolding the Divine cha- 
racter was at hand, so also here in the last great and closely con- 
nected section of the patriarchal history. As he there deviated 
from the absolute idea of ELonim, by frequently employing it in 
a modified sense, when introducing JEHOVAH (see ch. xvi. 1); 
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and in the narrative itself allowed this name to appear m some 
peculiar instances—so also here at the beginning of ch. xxxix. 
JEHOVAH occurs very frequently, and in ch. xlix. 18, forces its 
way on one occasion into an Elohistic connection. 

That ELouim stands not merely where the historian speaks in 
his own person, but also where he introduces Jacob, Joseph, and 
his brethren speaking, can occasion no difficulty, since the sup- 
position is obvious, that the author, without confining himself to 
the accidental form of their expression, attributed to them the 
employment of that designation of God, which was suited to the 
occasion. But since this designation was thus suitable, we may 
venture to conclude that it was actually used by the speakers. 
JEHOVAH, the great spiritual sun, was at that time concealed be- 
hind a cloud from the chosen race; they hoped that its clear ef- 
fulgence would once more beam forth, but they knew that it had 
not yet appeared. ‘The entrance into Egypt must necessarily 
have deferred their expectations to a future period. ‘This is 
shown by the injunctions of Jacob and Joseph respecting their 
remains. But in proportion as their eyes were directed to the 
glorious revelation of God in the future, would He be to them for 
the present, ELoHimM. Under existing circumstances the character 
of God, as he would be to their descendants, appeared to them 
more exalted than what he was to themselves, while at an earlier 
period he appeared more exalted in what he was to themselves, 
than what he was to the heathen world. 





EXODUS. 


Ch. 1. and iii Here the author continues, by the use of ELo-~ 
HIM, in a connection where we might expect JEHOVAH, to direct. 
the attention to the approaching new epoch of Divine revelation, 
before which the existing one would vanish. ‘Thus ch. i. 17, 
“And the midwives feared ELoHIM,” mmbyn rs; ver. 20, “ And 
ELOHIM dealt well with the midwives ; ver. 21, “‘ And it came 
to pass, because the midwives feared Ha-ELoutim, that he made 
them houses.” It cannot here be the author's design to express 
the general idea of religion, of the fear of the Supreme Being ; it 
was specially a holy fear of the God of Israel ; from him and not 
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from the Deity, considered simply as such, proceeded their reward. 
In ver. 17 the use of ELonuimM might be justified from the con- 
trast implied in the connection between the fear of God and the 
fear of man; so likewise in ver. 21, but not so in ver. 20, where 
there is no reference to such a contrast. ΕΔΓ more inadmissible 
is any other explanation than that we have proposed, in ch. 11. 


23, 25, “And their cry came up unto Etonim. . . . And 
Evourm heard their groaning, and ELourm remembered his cove 


nant with Abraham, and with Isaac, and with Jacob. And E1Lo- 
HIM looked upon the children of Israel, and ELouim knew them.” 
Here Ex1our stands without the article, evidently with an inten- 
tional frequency in connection with acts which belong not to the 
abstract, but to the personal and living God, and to him are pre- 
cisely attributed. At the threshold of the transition to JEHOVAH 
ELourM is used with peculiar emphasis, that the transition may 
be thus more strongly marked. 


Chap. 111. 1-iv. 18.—In this section, containing the calling of 
Moses, there are some remarkable peculiarities which tend to con- 
firm not a little our general principle. Ch. ii. 1, “‘ Moses came 
to the mountain of Ha-KLoHIM, even to Horeb,” can only be ex- 
plained on the general ground of the change of the Divine names. 
This is apparent from ch. iv. 28, and xviii. 6, where the same de- 
signation of Sinai appears in a Jehovistic connection. Sinai is 
called the mountain of God, in contrast to common mountains 
(compare Psalms lxviii. 17 (16), ‘“‘ Why leap ye, ye high hills? 
this is the hill which God desireth to dwell in,” where the refer- 
ence to the contrast, occasions JEHOVAH, though in point of fact 
more suitable, to give way to ELrouim). ‘Thus, likewise, in a 
Jehovistic connection, the rod of Moses is called the rod of God; 
EONS TE in contradistinction from common rods, ch. v. 20; 
xvil. 9. If we now look off from this verse, we find at the begin- 
ning of the narrative JEHOVAH (ver. 2, ‘‘ And the angel of JE- 
HOVAH appeared unto him ;” ver. 4, “ And when JEHOVAH saw 
that he turned aside to see’), in order to satisfy the same neces- 
sity which occasioned the use of JEHovaH in the introduction of 
the history of the Flood, Gen. vi. andin Gen. xviii. 1, and xxxix. 
But it changes immediately, and indeed in the same verse (‘‘ And 
when JEHOVAH saw that he turned aside to see, ELOHIM called to 
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him out of the midst of the bush, and said,’ &c.), to ELout, m 
order to render it perceptible that He who was relatively JeHovaH, 
was also relatively still ELourm ; that the state here represented 
was a state of transition. In ver. 7, JEHOVAH, occurs once more, 
and immediately after KLouim (ver. 6, ‘“‘ And Moses was afraid to 
look upon Ha-Etoumm ;” ver. 7, “ And JEHovAH said, I have 
surely seen the affliction of my people,” &c.), in order to intimate 
that ELour is conceived of as passing into JEHOVAH, and that 
JEHOVAH still contained an Elohistic element. From this point to 
the close of the conversation respecting the establishment of the 
name JEHOVAH, ELoHIM is employed statedly and exclusively 
(ver. 11, ‘And Moses said to Ha-Etourm,” in reply to the dis- 
course of Ha-Elohim; ver. 12, “ And he (Ha-ELourm) said to 
him . . . when thou hast brought forth the people out of 
Kigypt, ye shall serve Ha-EKtouim on this mountain ;” ver. 18, 
‘* And Moses said to Ha-ELour ;’ ver. 14, “ And ELonrm said 
to Moses,” giving the name in substance ; ver. 15, “ And E1o- 
HIM said moreover to Moses,” giving the name in form). Ex- 
actly from this point, the contrast between the present moment, 
and the time immediately succeeding, is brought forward. ELo- 
HIM says that henceforth he means to be JEHovaH. After ELOHIM 
has solemnly established himself as JEHovaH—has announced that 
he would reveal himself as Jehovah—the name JEHOVAH is used 
throughout and exclusively to the end. This fact, that, to the 
very moment of solemn constitution, ELoHIM is used, and thence- 
forward JEHOVAH is predominant (compare the analogous instance 
in ch. xxii.), is inexplicable from every other stand-point but our 
own; and we have a right to demand, that every one who com- 
plains of our view as too artificial, shall justify his right to com- 
plain by explaining the facts in a simpler way. 

Ch. iv. 16 forms only an apparent exception, where Jehovah 
says to Moses, ‘“‘ He (Aaron) shall be thy spokesman unto the 
people . . . and thou shalt be to him for God (ar5x>).” For 
here, as in the parallel passage, ch. vii. 1, ‘‘ And JEHovAH said 
unto Moses, See I have made thee for ELontm to Pharaoh, and 
Aaron thy brother shall be thy prophet,” ELonim must stand un- 
der all circumstances. The meaning is this: In thy conferences 
with the people and with Pharaoh, thy relations to Pharaoh shall 

be that of God to the prophets—of him who speaks inwardly to 
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him who speaks outwardly—of the workman to the instrument. 
It is not designed here to bring forward the full idea of God, but 
the contrast of the Divine and the human. 


From the calling of Moses to ch. vi. 1, “ Then JeEnovan said 
unto Moses, Now thou shalt see what I will do unto Pharaoh.” 
With the exception of “ the rod of God” and “ the mountain of 
God,’ JEHOVAH is constantly used, in contrast to the earlier stage 
of revelation. On the other hand, in ch. vi. 2, ELonim occurs 
once: ‘‘ And ELout™ spake unto Moses, and said unto him, I am 
JEHOVAH. ‘That this was a great critical turning pointis shown 
by the preceding verse, and by the solemn declaration of God in 
ver. 3, that from this time he would be now regarded as JEHOVAH. 
The calling, and what was connected with it, belong relatively to 
the earlier JEHOVAH ; but, if considered in reference to the fuller 
revelation of the glory of the Lord in carrying out the scheme 
for which it only served as a preparative, 1t retams an Elohistic 
element. We once more beg the reader to observe, how much 
it tends to confirm the correctness of our explanation, that the 
same peculiarities recur at every fresh great stage in the history, 
and only there. 


With the last-mentioned passage, the peculiar use of JEHO- 
VAH and ELOHIM in the Pentateuch ends; for within its limits 
there 1s no new stage of progress, either in relation to JEHOVAH 
or to Exouim. The use of KLoHIM, together with JEHOVAH, 
continues indeed to the end of the whole; but yet the outward 
relation of the two names, and the far less frequency in the use 
of ELouIM, show that a great alteration must have taken place ; 
and on closer observation, it appears that EKLouim only occurs 
where, according to the rules applicable to all the books of the Old 
‘Testament, it must or can stand. We must adduce some instances 
of this, not subjecting every section in the series to examination, 
but only taking passages here and there. In ch. viii. 15, the 
Targum of JoNATHAN paraphrases the words of the Egyptian 
magicians by —‘‘ non ex virtute potentiae Mosis et Aharonis 
hoe est, sed plaga immissa a domino. At that juncture they 
acknowledged only in general a concursus divinus, in opposition 
to human contrivance ; the acknowledgment that the God whose 
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agency they here witnessed was JEHOVAH, and that JEHOVAH 
was also God in the highest sense, the Deity (which to call forth 
is several times signified to have been the object of all the 
plagues; see Exod viii. 18, ix. 14, 29, 80, xiv. 4), was extorted 
from them at a later period. Also in Pharaoh’s language, “ En- 
treat JEHOVAH, and let there be no more voices of EKLoHiM and 
hail.” ELouHim is to be explained from the implied contrast ; 
the thunder is the voice of God, in the same sense in which 
lightning is the fire of God. The significance of the compound 
name JEHOVAH-ELOHIM, in the answer of Moses, ‘‘ But as for 
thee and thy servants, I know that ye will not yet fear JEHOVAH- 
E.ouim,” has been already stated. It is determined by a com- 
parison with v. 29, “ The voices shall cease, neither shall there 
be any more hail, that thou mayest know how that the earth 
is JEHOVAH'S. It forms a contrast to Pharaoh’s lmited no- 
tions. At an earlier period, he had wished to know nothing 
of JeEHovAH. Now a certain kind of acknowledgment was forced 
upon him, but yet he had hitherto held it quite possible to find 
in heaven protection against this national God of Israel. Not 
till he feared JEHOVAH-ELoHIM, did he truly fear JEHovAnH, and 
was truly disposed to do his will. As a matter of fact, ELOHIM 
is contained in JEHOVAH, but it is here added with a reference to 
Pharaoh's ignorance respecting it. 

The reiterated use of KLoHim, which we find unexpectedly in 
the midst of a Jehovistic connection, in ch. xiii. 17—19, is strik- 
ing, “‘ And it came to pass, when Pharoah had let the people go, 
that ELonim™ led them not through the way of the land of the 
Philistines, although that was near; for ELontm said, lest per- 
adventure the people repent when they see war, and they return 
to Egypt. But ELonrm led the people about, through the way 
of the wilderness. . . . . And Moses took the bones of 
Joseph with him ; for he had straitly sworn the children of Israel, 
saying, KLoui™ will surely visit you, and ye shall carry my bones 
away hence with you.” ‘These words of Joseph, which are taken 
verbally from Gen. 1. 24, contain a solution of the difficulty. In 
Joseph’s words, as they originally stood, ELouIM was placed with 
very good reason ; if JEHOVAH had occurred in what immediately 
preceded, it might appear strange: it might be thought that JE- 
HOVAH was another God, or that Joseph had only a vague idea 
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of God. At all events, by the difference of the Divine names, by 
the sudden transition from JEHOVAH to ELOHIM, the agreement 
of the prophecy and its fulfilment would have been less apparent. 
Therefore, the author anticipated the Lonim in Joseph's words, 
by using ELour™ himself in what immediately preceded. 


Chap. xiv. 19.—“ And the Maleach ELonm, which went before 
the camp of Israel, removed and went behind them, and the pil- 
lar of cloud went from before their face, and stood behind them.” 
Since in the whole context JEHOVAH is spoken of, (HE, we are 
told, went before Israel in a pillar of cloud and of fire, ch. xii. 
21, from which he looked forth on the camp of the Egyptians, 
ch. xiv. 24), the use of ELonIM in this passage can only be ac- 
counted for, from the contrast between the Divine element in the 
symbol of the Divine presence, and the earthly—between the 
Divine presence, and the earthly—between the heavenly kernel, 
and the shell composed of earthly materials. First the angel of 
God is mentioned, and then his inseparable earthly companion. 
Merely to make the contrast observable, to point out that the 
symbol was not body without spirit, and to prepare for the nar- 
rative of the mighty effects that were to proceed from it, the 
author speaks here quite separately of the angel of God, and of 
the pillar of cloud and of fire, which otherwise were inseparably 
connected ; so that the expression “‘ removed, can refer only to 
the relation of cause and effect, not to the succession of time, as 
if the pillar of cloud and of fire remained for a time as a body 
without the spirit, at the head of the march, after the angel of 
God had placed himself in the rear; the latter event was first. 
known by the movement of the pillar of cloud and of fire. 

It is very interesting to observe the change of the Divine 
names in ch. xvui., where the proceedings with Jethro the priest 
of Median, the father-in-law of Moses, are reported. According 
to ver. 1, Jethro “ heard all that ELouim had done for Moses, 
and for Israel his people, and that JEnovan had brought Is- 
rael out of Egypt. (The ozs suits Jethro’s state of mind, and 
mim the historian’s point of view). Ver. 8, ‘‘ Moses told his father- 
in-law all that JEHovAH had done unto Pharaoh and the Egyp- 
tans . . . . all the travail that had come upon them by 
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the way, and how JEHnovau delivered them.” Ver. 9-11, “ Jethro 
rejoiced for all the goodness which JEHovAH had done to Israel 
and said, blessed be Jehovah, &e. . . . . Now 
I know that JEHOVAH is greater pnbyn bo» than all gods. Ver. 
12, “ Jethro took a burnt-offering and sacrifices for ELoHrM, and 
Aaron came and all the elders of Israel to eat bread with Moses’ 
father-in-law before m>yn. In a connection where (perhaps with 
the exception of ver. 15, in which ELOHIM may be rationally ac- 
counted for from the contrast between God and man ; compare 1 
Sam. ix. 9) JEHovAH would be more in accordance with the na- 
ture of the facts, Jethro and Moses speak throughout their con- 
versation of ELonim and Ha-ELonm. 

These peculiarities are to be explained as follows :—Jethro 
makes use of the name JEHOVAH only as an echo of Moses’ lan- 
guage, by which he was for a time raised above his own religious 
position. Afterwards he sinks down again to his usual level, al- 
though his ELoum, his Providence, his higher order of the uni- 
verse, certainly had a mixture of distinctness and personality. 
Moses having given honour to JEHovAH, followed the example 
of Abraham, Jacob, and Joseph, in their intercourse with Hea- 
thens, in accommodating himself to Jethro’s weakness, and speaks 
to him of ELouim, who was no false God, but the true formless 
Deity. The constant use of JEHOVAH by Jethro, might have been a 
sign of the feebleness of his religious knowledge. ‘That JEnovan, 
the God of Israel, was to him equally the universal God, and, there- 
fore, his own, was the reason that he so soon sank again into 
Ex.ouim. Had he considered him merely as the national God of 
Israel, it would have been easy for him to have spoken constantly 
of JEHOVAH. But since his conviction was, simply that JEHOVAH 
was greater than all gods, he would have been a hypocrite had 
he always spoken of JEHovAH. For the essence of hypocrisy 
consists in going beyond one’s own actual religious convictions. 
Moses carefully guarded against leading him to this, and teaching 
him outwardly, what he had not yet been inwardly taught by the 
Spirit of God. 

_ The relation of JeHovaH and ELonIM in this section throws 
light on the interchange of the names in Genesis. The patriarchs 
were also placed in a middle state similar to Jethro’s, and we may 
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expect to find an analogous use of Elohim in their case, although 
not to the same extent, because God was to them in a far higher 
degree JEHOVAH than he was to Jethro. 

In the account of the events that attended the giving of the 
law at Sinai, ch. xix. and xx., ELonim and Ha-ELontim occur 
several times, yet in such a manner that JEHovan throughout has 
the precedence, and decidedly gives the tone to the whole. In 
ch. xx. 19, where the people say, “ Speak thou with us and we 
will hear ; but let not ELonim speak with us lest we die,” E1o- 
HIM is manifestly explicable on the ground of contrast ; perhaps 
also in chap. xix. 19, and xx. 1. In the other passages, on the 
contrary (xix. 3, 17; xx. 17, 18), the design is to point out, that 
JEHOVAH, who here revealed himself to the people with such gra- 
cious condescension, was also God in himself, the Deity ; and thus 
partly to correct every limited notion of the Divine Being which 
would be move apt to arise in proportion to his condescension ; 
and partly, by indicating the greatness of his condescension, to 
give an impression of its high value, and the obligation to grati- 
tude which it involved. The Ha-ELourm used in connection 
with JEHOVAH in ver. 8, evidently proves that this object was 
kept in view; “ And Moses went up to Ha-ELourm, and Jrno- 
VAH called unto him out of the mountain,’ which is tantamount 
tosaying, “‘ Moses went up to JeHovAH Ha-ELoutM,” &c. The 
connection of the two Divine names in 1 Kings iii. 5, is perfectly 

_- analogous, and is to be explained on similar grounds. ‘In Gi- 
beon JEHOVAH appeared unto Solomon in a dream by night, and 
ELour said, ask what I shall give thee ?” compare ver. 11, where 
ELOHIM is once more used. In the parallel passage, 2 Chron. 1., 
as the chronicler assumes that JEHovAH had sufficiently made him- 
self known by the very fact of his appearance, the object for 
which, by the author of the Books of Kings, the use of ELouim 
twice with a predominance of JEHOVAH (which in the second Di- 
vine appearance is a/one used) serves, is to him so important, 
that wherever he speaks in his own person he uses ELou1m. “ In 
that mght did ELonim appear unto Solomon,” ver. 7; “ And 
Solomon said unto ELonim,” ver. 8; but he put in the mouth of 
Solomon ‘ JEHOVAH ELOHIM” (ver. 9), to which we consider the 
separate JEHOVAH and Ha-ELouim in ch. xix. 8, to be tan- 
tamount. 
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In ch. xxi. 6, “ Then his master shall bring him unto Ha- 
ELoutm” (LXX. πρὸς τὸ κριτήριον τοῦ θεοῦ) ; and likewise in ch. 
xxii. 7, 8, there is plainly an implied contrast to a judgment exer- 
cised by men as such. The judgment was a judgment of God. 

Thus also we are to explain Ha-E1Loutm by contrast in ver. 12, 
13. ‘He that smiteth a man so that he die, shall be surely put 
to death. And if a man lie not in wait, but Ha-ELourm deli- 
vereth him into his hand, then I will appoint thee a place whi- 
ther he shall flee.” What from the common point-of-view is re- 
garded as the contrast between intention and accident, here ap- 
pears from the religious point-of-view the contrast between human 
and divine causality. Where man had not been, strictly speak- 
ing, the agent, but only an involuntary instrument in a higher 
hand, then he was to be placed out of the reach of revenge for 
blood, which confines itself only to the outward appearance of a 
violent death. 

In ch. xxii. 27 (28), “Thou shalt not revile ELoHIM, nor 
curse the ruler of thy people,” the first clause contains the rea- 
son of the second. Since the ruler is not merely a man, since 
he stands in God's stead, and bears the image of God, the vio- 
lation of the offended earthly majesty is at the same time the vio- 
lation of offended heavenly majesty. 

How we are to explain the Ha-ELonim in chap. xxiv. 11, 
“also they (the seventy elders) saw God,” may be learnt from 
ch. xxxiii. 17 (20), where it is said that no man can endure to 
behold JEHovAH in the whole fulness of his being (“ there shall 
no man see me and live’). Moses saw JEHOVAH, yet not in all 
his glory, but only with a concealed splendour; and even this im- 
perfect exhibition was granted as a peculiar act of grace, of which 
he alone of all mortals was thought worthy. Accordingly, the use 
of ELoHim serves to remind us of the obscurity of the exhibi- 
tion—an exhibition in ill-defined outline, in a mirror, and as 
an enigma, and not πρόσωπον πρὸς πρόσωπον, a knowledge, 
ἐκ μέρους, 1 Cor. xiii. 12, which must be intended in the pas- 
sage before us, or both passages must remain in irreconcileable 
contradiction. 

In ch. xxxi. 3, where Jehovah says to Moses, “And I have 
filled him (Bezaleel) with the spirit of ELouim, and with wis- 
dom and with understanding,” that 7?" might have stood, is 
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as certain as that it was JeEHovAH who promised to give the 
Spirit; asin 1 Sam. x. 6, although there a moral effect of God’s 
Spirit is spoken of, which indeed is not even here to be excluded, 
since it relates to sacred skill. But ELourm stands here as opposed 
to natural and human gifts and capabilities: it relates to a χά- 
ρίσμα : compare v. 6, “in the hearts of all that are wise-hearted, 
I have put wisdom ;” where the natural substratum and the super- 
natural gift, which together form the χάρισμα, are plainly dis- 
tinguished from one another. Bezaleel was to receive δύναμιν 
ἐξ ὕψους; compare Luke xxiv. 49, with Acts i. 5, where the 
more definite expression πνεῦμα ἅγιον is substituted for the less 
definite one which was chosen on account of the contrast. Per- 
haps an allusion may here be understood to the meaning of the 
name Bezaleel; yet this is not necessary. 


Chap. xxxi. 18.—‘‘ And he gave unto Moses, when he had 
made an end of communing with him upon Mount Sinai, two 
tables of testimony, written with the finger of ELouim.” The 
term “ finger’ shows that ELonim here forms the contrast to 
men—to Moses (compare 11. 15 (19), to which the Saviour al- 
ludes, Matt. xu. 28). The eirtute Det is therefore individual- 
ized only in reference to this contrast. Likewise in Ps. viii. 4, 
there is an implied contrast between the works of God and human 
handiwork. 

We may refer to the same method of contrast—which it was 
more important to employ when the connection between a human 
work and human agency was most apparent—the use of KLoHIM 
in ch. xxxu. 15, 16, ‘‘ And Moses turned and went down from 
the Mount, and the two tables of the testimony were in his 
hand . . . and the tables were the work of ELonim, and 
the writing was the writing of ELouim.” Compare Num. xxi. 
5. Ifno contrast had been intended, JEHOVAH might very pro- 
perly have been used. Tor Ewatp’s assertion, that the act was 
too human for JrHovan, is sufficiently refuted by our preceding 
remarks on Gen. 1. In proportion as the act was human, it be- 
longed to JEHOVAH. 

Still there remains the ELOHIM in ch. xxxii. 1, where the 
people say to Aaron, ‘‘ Make us ELour, which shall go before us; 
and lastly, in v. 4, where Aaron says to the people, ‘“‘ These are thy 
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E.oumm, O Israel, which brought thee up out of the land of Egypt.” 
That no peculiar plurality of Gods is intended— (not to insist on the 
improbability of so gross an apostac y)—1is apparent from Aaron’s 
words in ver. 5, “ To-morrow is a feast to JEHOVAH.” Also from 
] Kings xii. 29 (28), where the same words are found, ‘‘ Behold 


Egypt,” which were made use of by Jeroboam on purpose to sup- 
port his impious attempt by the authority of Aaron. ‘To intro- 
duce polytheism never entered his thoughts. The whole history 
testifies that his worship was only the adoration of the one God, 
JEHOVAH, under the form of images. Lastly, from Neh. ix. 18, 
where the verb is used in the singular instead of the plural, 
“they had made them a molten calf and said, this is thy God 
that brought thee up out of Egypt.” Yet, on the other hand, 
it cannot but be acknowledged that in the use of ELoHIM and the 
plural verb there is certainly a polytheistic germ, especially if we 
consider that JeEHovAH had immediately before made himself 
known in so diversified and gloriousa manner. ‘The Divine per- 
sonality was somewhat obscured to their view by the fulness of 
powers; from this state of feeling the transition was easy to direct 
polytheism. 

Moreover, as a proof of the exactness and profundity of modern 
critical enquiries, the remark of VATER deserves to be quoted (p. 
410), that with ch. xxv. of Exodus, the exclusive use of the name 
JEHOVAH begins, never again to be interrupted. A worthy accom- 
paniment may be found in the remark (part ii. p. 118, 457), 
“ that merely ELontM stands in the language attributed to Ba- 
laam, and besides y*>», JEHOVAH only in the single passage, ch. 
Xxiv. 6.” 





LEVITICUS. 


This book furnishes scarcely any materials. EZXLOHIM occurs in 
ch. xi. 45, but in a connection that has been already several times 
explained. (Compare the remarks on Gen. xxviii. 21). 


NUMBERS XXI.—xXIV. 385 


NUMBERS. 


In this book our attention is first claimed by ch. xxi. 5-7, 
“And the people spake against ELourtm and against Moses, 
wherefore have ye brought us up out of Egypt ἡ And JEHovAH 
sent fiery serpents among the people. . . Therefore the peo- 
ple came to Moses and said, we have sinned, for we have spoken 
against JEHOVAH and against thee.” The people imagined they 
were contending against Moses simply as a man, and not through 
him against God. ‘To expose this error, the contrast between 
God and manis properly introduced. A similar contrast is found 
in Is. vii. 13, “ Is it a small thing for you to weary men, but will 
ye weary my God also?” Afterwards the allusion to the contrast 
ceases, and JEHOVAH, which, on every other ground, was more 
suitable, takes place of ELoutIM. 

But the history of Balaam, comprising ch. xxii.—xxiy., is pecu- 
harly important.* When Balaam speaks in prose with the mes- 
sengers of the Moabitish king, and with the king himself, he al- 
ways uses JEHOVAH, with the single exception of ch. xxii. 88, where 
the reason for using ELourM is very evident. Balak, paying no 
attention to Balaam’s message, proceeded on the supposition that 
his coming or not depended entirely on his own will. Balaam 
answered him, ‘‘ Lo, I am come unto thee: have I now any power 
at all to say any thing? the thing that ELonim putteth in my 
mouth, ¢haé shall I speak.” Here even a member of the chosen 
people would have used ELonim. 

But in the Prophecies of Balaam, the name JEHOVAH is con- 
spicuous ; xxii. 8, 21; xxiv. 6, ELonrm never occurs. Beside 
JEHOVAH there is EL; also ELJon and SHappat. To make use 
only of JEHOVAH is contrary to the very nature of poetry, which 
loves copiousness and variety, and the addition of epithets to pro- 
per names, as indeed parallelism demands; as Balaam could not 
content himself merely with Israel, so parallelism required that 





* The view proposed by STEUDEL in his Essay “ Die Geschichte Bileams und seine 
Weissagungen,” that the narrative proceeded from Balaam himself, and that the com- 
piler of the Pentateuch merely inserted it in the place where it belonged, according to 
the order of time, is refuted simply by the use of the Divine names. 


Bb 
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he should frequently employ Jacob; as, for instance, in ch. 
xxi. 10, 

Who can count the dust of Jacob ? 

And the number of the fourth part of Israel ? 


xxiii. 21-23; xxiv. 5-7, thus also he used EL in addition to 
JEHOVAH. When he does this merely on general grounds, he 
places Ex first, and allows JEHovAH to follow— 


How shall I curse whom Et hath not cursed ? 
Or how shall I defy whom JEHovAdH hath not defied ? 
Ch. xxiii. 8. 


Thus a sort of climax is formed, so that when Jacob and Is- 
rael are joined by parallelism, the latter name always, and with- 
out exception, follows the former, as being sacred and expressing 
the relation to God. ‘The use of Et is also sanctioned by other 
special reasons. ‘T'hus it stands in ch. xxii. 19: 


Et is not a man that he should lie ; 
Neither the son of man that he should repent, 


where it was designed to express the general contrast between 
God and man. ‘The same reason holds good for its use in ch. 
Xxiv. 4: 


He hath said, which heard the words of Ex, 
Which saw the vision of the Almighty. 


Balaam intended to turn attention from himself the mortal, the 
powerless, to the super-earthly principle who made use of him as 
his instrument, to the Almighty who spoke by him ; compare "2>7 
in ver. 18. In ch. xxii. 23, EL occurs, with an important allu- 
sion to the name Jsrael ; what God hath done is told to the 
wrestler with God : 


According to this time it shall be said of Jacob, 
And of Israel, what hath Ex wrought! 


How are we to explain Balaam’s partiality for the use of the 
name JEHOVAH ? How is it that he calls Him so expressly in 
ch. xxii. 18, Ats God, just as in ch. xxiii. 21, the God of Israel? 
A satisfactory answer to these questions evidently depends on our 
haying a correct view of Balaam’s whole personality. He was 
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originally a common Heathen soothsayer and augur; compare 
xxii. 3, 4, 15, 16; xxiv. 1, whence it appears that at a later pe- 
riod he made use of those means in relation to JEHOVAH, by which 
he had formerly sought to explore the mysteries of the Deity ; for 
in Joshua xiii. 22, Balaam is called sorpn, which is never used ex- 
cepting sensw malo. His art had naturally had no important re- 
sult, and he longed accordingly to find a way to a real and closer 
connection with the Divine, in order more abundantly to gratify 
his selfishness, the roots of which were, as the Moabitish king 
clearly perceived, avarice and pride. ‘The report of a new and 
glorious manifestation of the Deity, in the leadings of Israel, had 
spread far and wide (compare Exodus xv. 14; Jos. v. 1). Ba- 
laam, as Jethro had done before, and Rahab did after, received 
this report with eagerness, and sought for further information. 
Very soon his resolution was taken, to become the servant of JE- 
HOVAH, as the most powerful among the gods, who showed by his 
deeds that he was God, and henceforward to prophecy only in his 
name. He was inclined, like those persons who cast out evil 
spirits in the name of Jesus without becoming his followers, 
but above all, like his New Testament counterpart, Simon Ma- 
gus, to abuse the new powers granted to humanity, for selfish 
purposes. 

For the confirmation of this view, the use of the name JEHOVAH 
by Balaam is amply sufficient. We have already seen that JE- 
HOVAH is never used by persons who stood quite beyond the range 
of revelation. It has been noticed that Melchisedec, though a 
monotheist in the purest and noblest sense, was ignorant of JE- 
HOVAH, both in name and fact; it has been shown that Laban 
and Jethro were indebted for their knowledge of JEHOVAH only 
to their connection with the chosen race. Yet there are not want- 
ing convincing proofs from other quarters. The whole hope of 
the Moabites rested on their belief that the God with whom Ba- 
laam was connected, was the God of Israel; this was the reason 
why they, who certainly had soothsayers and enchanters in abun- 
dance among them, and in their neighbourhood, sent to a distant 
country after him. But here we must especially take into consi- 
deration, the knowledge of the original promises imparted to Is- 
rael, which Balaam manifests in his prophecies, and which is only 


explicable by admitting, that an analogy existed at that time to 
Bb 2 
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the precrebuerat toto Oriente opinio that preceded the advent of 
the Messiah. Inch. xxii. 10, 
Who can count the dust of Jacob, 
And the number of the fourth part of Israel ? 
there is an allusion to the promise made to Abraham, “ And I 
will make thy seed as the dust of the earth ; so that if a man can 
number the dust of the earth, then shall thy seed also be num- 
bered,” of which in part Balaam saw the fulfilment before his 
eyes. In ch. xxiv. 9, 
He couched, he lay down as a lion, 
And as a great lion; who shall stir him up? 


Blessed is he that blesseth thee, 
And cursed is he that curseth thee.* 


The first half refers to the blessing of Jacob, Gen. xlix. 9: 


He stooped down, he couched as a lion, 
And as an old lion ; who shall raise him up ?+ 


The second half refers to the promise made to Abraham, Gen. xii. 
3, “ I will bless them that bless thee, and curse him that curseth 
thee.” Gen. xlix. 9 is also alluded to in ch. xxiii. 24: 

Behold the people shall rise up as a great lion, 

And lift himself up as a young lion. 

When we turn from Balaam to the sacred historian, it appears 
that the latter was actuated by a twofold motive, in the striking 
interchange of the Divine names in his narrative—first, by the de- 
sign to determine Balaam’s personal relation to God in opposition 
to his hypocritical pretensions ; and, in the next place, by a de- 
_ sign to point out how JEHovAH, the God of Israel, overruled the 
whole transaction for his people's welfare, and how Balaam, who 
otherwise had no intercourse with him, was obliged, in this ex- 
traordinary juncture, to serve him as an instrument. 
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The first object was exclusively in the author's mind in the nar- 
rative of Balaam’s conferences with the messengers of the Moab- 
itish king; ch. xxu. 8-20. In most striking contrast to Balaam, 
who here, without exception, uses the name JEHOVAH, the author 
speaks, as exclusively, of ELont™m. Compare, for instance, ver. 8, 
where Balaam says to the messengers, “ Lodge here this night, 
and I will bring you word again, as Jenova shall speak unto 
me, with ver. 9, where the historian says, “ And ELoHIM came 
unto Balaam.” ‘This difference cannot be accidental ; for it is re- 
peated too often. It involves a tacit charge of hypocrisy against 
Balaam ; he made himself on such easy terms with his JEHovAH, 
and yet was only in connection with ELouim. Under this head 
we consider the passage in ch. xxiii. 4, which stands in quite a 
Jehovistic connection. Balaam had said to Balak, ‘“ Peradven- 
ture JEHOVAH will come to meet me.” The historian reports the 
sequel in the words, “ And Exouim met Balaam.” The design is 
here very apparent; while one sees that “D877? 7 My 8 stands in 
relation to BY >E-ON ENTER TPN, one equally feels that the ποτὸν is em- 
phatic. Balaam speaks as if he was in regular intercourse with 
JEHOVAH. But, as far as regarded his own convictions, the state 
of his religious development, it was only with ELout™ that he had 
to do. Only in this one instance he became, without meriting it, 
without any alteration in his fundamental relation, what otherwise 
he falsely professed to be, a prophet of JEHovaH. This latter aspect 
of the transaction is exhibited in ver. 16, where, instead of “ ELo- 
HIM met Balaam,” itis written, ““ And JEHovAH met Balaam.” Ch. 
XXlv. 2 is not to be referred to the same class of passages, ‘‘ And 
the Spirit of ELoHIM came upon him.” Etoutm here stands only 
in contrast to Balaam’s own spirit ; compare ver. 13, where Ba- 
laam says, “‘ 1 cannot do either good or bad of my own mind.” 
Such a use of nds hs is not uncommon ; for instance, compare 
1 Sam. x. 6, “ And the spirit of JEHOVAH will come upon thee, 
and thou shalt prophesy with them, and shalt be turned into an- 
other man,” with ver. 10, “ And the spirit of ELoHIM came upon 
him, and he prophesied among them.” In the latter passage 
merely, the supernatural causality of the change effected in Saul 
was intended to be indicated ; xi. 6; xix. 20, 28, 24. 

The second object is first aimed at in ch. xxii. 22, “ And 
the anger of ELoniM was kindled, because he went ; and the angel 
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-of JEHOVAH stood in the way for an adversary against him.” JE- 
-HOVAH might have stood at the beginning, but ELoHIM is chosen, 
since the conditional permission for the journey proceeded from 
-ELourM ; therefore here the suspicion might easily arise, that He 
who gave the permission, and He whose anger was kindled, were 
different, yet both were in the closest unison ; for it was not the 
going simpliciter, for which Balaam was blamed, but the con- 
crete going, the going with the intention and wish, to ingratiate 
himself with the Moabites, by injuring God’s people, without 
which Balaam would not have gone, and which was inseparable 
from his going. But then, with the single exception of the pas- 
sages quoted, the object determines the use of the Divine names 
to the end. ΨΕΗΟΥΔΗ and his angel are active in the occurrences 
on the j journey, by which Balaam was warned and fixed in his re- 
solution not to follow his own selfish inclination, but the voice of 
God in his inner man. JEHOVAH, by prophetic influence, puts 
words in Balaam’s mouth, xxiii. 5, 16.. It pleased JEHOVAH to 
bless Israel. This objectis certainly the chief object, as it is the 
design of the whole section, to glorify JEHovAH—to show how he 
turned the curse into a blessing, as a sample and prelude of all 
his dealings with his Church—how by his miraculous power, he 
frustrated the projects of the avowed enemies of his people, and 
triumphed over the evil heart of a foreigner, who pretended to be 
one of his prophets. If the transaction contributed to strengthen 
faith, not in an undefined Deity, but in JEHovauH, the living and 
loving God of Israel, JeEHovaH must have been most properly in- 
troduced in the midst of it, as the originator of the great event 
which formed a practical prophecy for the whole future. 

Lastly, as to. what concerns Balak, the king of Moab; among 
the expressions that are attributed to him, the most remarkable is 
that in ch. xxi. 27, where he says to Balaam, ‘‘ Come, I pray 
thee, I will bring thee unto another place ; perhaps it will please 
HA-ELouim, that thou mayst curse me them from thence.” Al- 
though Balaam constantly speaks of JEHovAH, being one of those 
who have κύριε, κύριε always on their lips—although it is the God 
of Israel whom Balak thinks of—although he had sent for Ba- 
laam precisely on account of his connection with this God, yet he 
is fearful of gomg beyond his own religious knowledge, of tread- 
ing on a terra incognita. Only once in ch. xxiii. 17, he over- 
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comes this apprehension ; in ch. xxiv. 11, “‘ Therefore, now flee 
thou to thy place ; I thought to promote thee unto great honour, 
but lo, JeHovaH hath kept thee back from honour,” he speaks of 
JEHOVAH somewhat in the tone of irony. 





DEUTERONOMY, 


HarrMann (p. 121) remarks, that, in the fifth book of the 
Pentateuch, the traces hitherto discernible of the interchange of 
the names ELonIM and JEHOVAH entirely disappear ; and VATER 
maintains, that, with the exception of ch. iv. 82-34, and ch. v. 
21-24, ELOHIM never occurs in Deuteronomy—a fresh proof of 
the accuracy and profundity of modern criticism! It would be 
difficult to point out such palpably false statements in the older 
theologians. 

The first passage is ch. i. 17, “ Ye shall not respect persons in 
judgment ; but you shall hear the small as well as the great ; you 
shall not be afraid of the fear of man, for the judgment is God's.” 
oy>x? eesen. ‘There is here a contradiction of the notion that 
judges decide propria auctoritate, from which all unrighteous 
judgment proceeds. ‘The same contradiction is given explicite in 
2 Chron. xix. 6, in Jehosaphat’s instructions to the judges, “Take 
heed what ye do, for ye judge not for man, but for the Lord (JE- 
HOvAH.”) The next passage is ch. iv. 7, “‘ For what nation is there 
so great, who hath God so nigh unto them 728 273°? θα 4 “ey, 
as JEHOVAH our God is in all things that we call upon him for.” 
ELout™ has here the general idea of heavenly powers, and on that 
account is connected with the plural, exactly as in the parallel 
passage (derived from this before us) in David’s prayer for the 
promised blessing ; 2 Sam. vii. 23, “ And what one nation in the 
earth is like thy people, like Israel, whom God went =°7°>8 ra UN 
to redeem for a people to himself.” Here Ha-Etoutm could not 
be used, much less JEHovAH. JEHOVAH stands opposed to the 
heavenly powers, which otherwise might perhaps have manifested 
themselves. <A similar passage occurs in ver. 32-389, “ For ask 
now of the days that are past, which were before thee, since the 
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* day that ELoHm™ created man upon theearth, . . . Did ever 
people hear the voice of ELouim speaking out of the midst of the 
fire, as thou hast heard, and live? Or hath ELourM essayed to go 
and take him a nation from the midst of another nation 


as JEHOVAH your God did. . . Unto thee it wasshewed, that 
thou mightest know that JEHovAH is Ha-ELouim, there is none 
else besides him . . . . that JEHovAH is Ha-ELouIM in 


heayen above, and upon the earth beneath; there is none else.” 
Only in ver. 32, considered in and by itself, JEHovan might stand; 
but in this connection ELOHIM is more suitable, since it was ne- 
cessary to reserve JEHOVAH for what was peculiar to the God of Is- 
rael. The author would have anticipated himself, if, from the 
very first, he had attributed the creation to JEHovAu ; that this be- 
longed to him is the result of his argumentation. That portion 
which he wished to prove is, that Jenovan Ha-E1Louim, the God 
of Israel, was, at the same time, God in himself, the God of the 
whole earth, that the limitedness (Beschrankung) was connected 
in Him with the utmost illimitedness (Hntschrankung) ; (com- 
pare the remarks on JEHovAH ELOHIM, Gen. ch. 1). He proves 
this position in such a manner as to show, that the heavenly 
powers, at no time whatever, made themselves known practically, 
along with JeHovAH and independently of Him. Had this been 
the case, JeHovaAH would not be Ha-EKLonmm, but only a single 
manifestation of ELou1m. But, since he had testified himself to be 
God only as JEHovAH, then JEHOVAH is the God, and all λεγόμε- 
vot θεοὶ καὶ κύριοι (to whom JEHOVAH'S designation refers, as the 
God of gods, and Lord of lords, in ch. x. 17) sink together into 
nothingness. JEHOVAH is not merely the highest but the only God. 

In ch. v. 26, where the people say, “ For who is there of 
all flesh, that hath heard the voice of the living God, ons 
own =. .~S.:~Ssoannd lived ?” the contrast between man and God, 
the infirmissima creatura and the omnipotens numen, is de- 
signed to be expressed in its widest extent. So also in v. 24. 

In reference to ch. ix. 10, “written with the finger of E1o- 
HIM, compare the remarks on Ex. xxxi. 18. ‘That the reason 
there alleged is valid, that JEHovAH is not avoided, because the act 
might appear unsuitable, is shown in ch. iv. 13, where the writing 
of the law on the tables of stone is expressly attributed to JEHOVAH. 

Also in ch. xxi. 28, ‘He that is hanged is accursed of Exo- 
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HIM, that thy land be not defiled, which JEHovAH thy God giveth 
thee for an inheritance,” the EXLOHIM is explained on the ground 
of contrast. Not merely human punishment, but the curse of 
God, rests upon him. ‘Therefore he must not remain on the face 
of JEHOVAH'S land. 

Thus also in ch. xxxiil. 1, Moses is called the man of God 2x 
pmax, as opposed to a vulgaris homo, a fact which here is deserving 
of peculiar notice, since without it the blessing would be of no 
importance. Compare Joshua, ch. xiv. where Caleb, in v. 6, calls 
Moses mrbs ws, and in v. 7, mm 12»; besides 1 Sam. ii. 27, ix. 6. 


If we now enquire what relation the Divine names in the Pen- 
tateuch bear to the enquiries respecting its genuineness, we ob- 
tain the following result. The arguments drawn from the inter- 
change of the Divine names for the fragmentary composition, and 
so for the spuriousness of the Pentateuch, have been proved to 
be perfectly futile. On the other hand, the constant use of 
E1Lourm, which is peculiar to the Pentateuch, from Gen. ch. 1, to 
Exod. ch. 6, connected with the constant moderation in the use 
of it from thence to the end, can only be explained on the sup- 
position of one author, who wrote on a deliberate plan, so that 
im the earlier part he had the sequel, and in the sequel the ear- 
lier part, present to his mind. ‘The Document-hypothesis, as 
well as the 'ragment-hypothesis, is thus proved to be untenable, 
and thus we reach a point of view from which we can easily ob- 
tain evidence of its Mosaic authorship. 
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THE 


GENUINENESS OF THE PENTATEUCH 


IN RELATION TO THE 


HISTORY OF THE ART OF WRITING. 


THE grounds taken from the History of the Art of Writing, 
on which Wor (Prolegomena ad Homer. p. 50) has disputed 
the antiquity of the Homeric Poems, have been Jaid hold of by 
the opponents of the genuineness of the Pentateuch, and applied 
to their own purpose, though with little discrimination. (See 
especially VATER, p. 524). 

A remarkable retribution has been inflicted;here. JosEPHUS, in 
his work against Apion, hinted doubts of the antiquity of the 
written Homeric Poems, for the purpose of aggrandising the 
Jewish nation and his own sacred writings.* His opinion, 
hastily thrown out, had a far greater and more enduring effect 
than he himself ever anticipated. After seventeen centuries, 
PERIZONIUS adduced it (though it merely proceeded from a pe- 
culiar bias) as a weighty historical testimony against Homer. 
Animadvv. historice. ὁ. vi. p. 203.) Anda century later, in a 
critical age, WoLF made it one of the chief instruments of his 
attack. But the adage, mala parta male dilabuntur, is appli- 
cable to critical enquiries, and every untruth at last injures the 
cause that it was invented to support. PERIZONIUS was within a 
little of applying his notion of the rarity of writing in the ancient 
world, founded on Josephus, to the Pentateuch. He asserted 
this much, that, according to the accounts of the Pentateuch, the 


& 





* See the excellent remarks on the passage in Josephus, by Nirzscu, Historia Ho- 
mert, 1. 24, 
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memory of ancient events was retained by songs, and it will ap- 
pear in the sequel that he thought more than he actually said. 
And the complete fulfilment of the wishes of Josephus by Wolf, 
had their complete frustration in their immediate consequence. 

It is true, this consequence lay not so much in the nature of the 
case, but was rather produced by the blind imitative zeal of theo- 
logians, who were misled by their bias to overlook the most pal- 
pable differences. ‘The antiquity of the Pentateuch by no means 
stands or falls with the antiquity of the written Poems of Homer. 
To notice here, as a preliminary, only one single point, how ex- 
tremely different are the depositions of the two writings in ques- 
tion respecting the use and spread of the art of writing in the 
age when they were produced! In reference to Homer, Wo.Lr 
remarks (p. 88), “ Nusquam vocabulum libri, nusquam seri- 
bendi, nusquam lectionis, nusquam literarum; nihil in tot 
millibus versum ad lectionem, omnia ad auditionem compara- 
ta; nulla pacta aut foedera nist coram . . . 3 nullus 
in cippis aut sepulchris titulus, non alia ulla inscriptio ; nul- 
lus usus scripti in rebus domesticis, aut mercatura ; nullae 
geographicae tabulae, denique nulli tabellarii, nullae episto- 
fae. And though this description, on closer examination, may 
be shown to be overwrought, though it may be proved that Wolf, 
to favour his hypothesis, must have forcibly set aside several im- 
portant attestations to the use and spread of the art of writing, 
that occur in the Homeric Poems ;* yet, after all, as the subse- 
quent consideration of the evidence in the Pentateuch on this 
subject will show, the difference is sufficiently great. 

Among the older defenders of the genuineness of the Penta- 





*« The first passage of the kind is Iliad vi. 168. 


πέμπε δέ μιν Λυκίηνδε, πόρεν δ᾽ bye σήματα λυγρὰ, 
γράψας ἐν πίνακι πτυκτᾷ ϑδυμοφϑόρα πολλά. 
—— him therefore he dismissed 


To Lycia, charged with tales of dire import 
Written in tablets 





(CowPER.) 


In reference to which Piiny remarks, “ pugillarium usum fuisse etiam ante Trojana 
tempora apud Homerum.” Hust. Nav. vii. 56. The prolix argumentation by which 
Wolf tries to evade the force of this passage is allin vain. It is too clear and distinct. 
Less noticed, but not less convincing, are the passages in the Iliad and Odyssey, in 
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teuch, ErcuHorn and JAHN have gained themselves credit by op- 
posing these arguments—the latter in his Introduction, and his 
Contributions to the Inquiry on the Genuineness of the Pen- 
tateuch, in BENGEL’S Archiv. ii. 8, where FRITZSCHE (Priifung 





which the words γράφειν, ἐπιγράφειν, ἐπιγράβδην, γραπτύς occur. They are the 
following :— 





γράψεν δέ οἱ ὀστέον ἄχρις 
αἰχμὴ Πουλυδάμαντος 














IL. xvii. 600. 
the foe Polydamas 
Struck on his shoulder’s summit with a lance 
Hurl'd nigh at hand, which slight inscribed the bone. 
(CowPER.) 
᾿Ακρότατον δ᾽ ap ὀϊστὸς ἐπέγραψε χρόα φωτός. 
IL. iv. 139. 
but it pass’d 
That also, and the hero’s skin inscribed. 
(CowPER.) 
νῦν δέ μ᾿ ἐπιγράψας ταρσόν ποδός, εὔχεαι αὔτως. 
IL. xi. 388. 
‘Vain boaster! thou has scratch’d my foot no more— 
(CowPER.) 
οὐδ᾽ εδύναντο 
εἴσω ἐριγράψαι τέρενα χρόα νηλέϊ χαλκῷ. 
; Iz. xiii. 553. 
but none with ruthless point prevailed, 
Even to inscribe the skin of Nector’s son. 
(CowPER.) 
τῷ δ᾽ ἑτέρῳ μιν πῆχυν ἐπιγράβδην βάλε χειρὸς 
δεξιτερῆς, σύτο δ᾽ αἷμα κελαινεφές 
Ix. xxi. 166. 
—— the other as it flew 
Grazed his right elbow, sprang the sable blood ;— 
(CoOwPER.) 


yparris αλεείνων, Od. xxiv. 228, in reference to scratches by thorns. And several 
other passages exactly similar, may be found in Damm’s Lexicon. The common opi- 
nion for which of course the glosses, such as γραψαι, χαραξαι in Hesychius and 
others, prove nothing, is, that γράφειν, ἐπιγράφειν signify in these passages to pierce 
or to scratch (see WoL, p. 88). Even Nirzscu (p. 74) has not ventured to combat this 
opinion. And yet it is not merely unfounded, but there are also weighty arguments 
against it. 1. We may be perfectly satisfied with the meaning to write, to write upon, 
if we only take these expressions figuratively, as we speak of a token of remembrance 
(Denkzeichen )—the blood is the ink, the spear or the thorns the pen, &c. The figu- 
rative use of writing is also elsewhere very extensive; as, for instance, Nonnus 
Dionys. 37, 167; ὃς ἔγραφε πολλάκις ὕδωρ. Who supposes here that γράφειν here 
means to navigate? PuLauTus uses a phrase that corresponds exactly with the Ho- 
meric passages ; corpus vulneribus inscribere. ENNODIUS, in his Panegyricus, uses 
seribere figurately for arare—cum bene molitos incurvi dente ligonis scribat agros. In 
another passage, he says, nisi edomitam terram ter quaterque Agricolae ligonibus serip- 
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der Aechtheit der Mos. Schr. 56-58) has added nothing of im- 
portance. In later times, the futility of these reasons has been 
so well known, that we might be tempted to consider their re- 
futation as unnecessary. Even one of the opponents of the 
genuineness, BERTHOLDT, who, in his TV'heologische Wissen- 
schafiskunde, 1. 54, entered into a very full investigation of the 
art of writing, has made it his special business to refute them. 
He shows, incontrovertibly, that they can be considered as origi- 
nating only in the wish to prove the spuriousness of the Penta- 
teuch. “This secret motive may not have come into distinct 
consciousness, or its existence may not have been allowed; but 
it cannot remain concealed from unprejudiced and disinterested 
minds.” Several modern opponents of the genuineness could, 
therefore, no longer avail themselves of these arguments, since 
they have felt themselves obliged to acknowledge that the Penta- 
teuch contains an important number of genuine Mosaic materials. 
Modern discoveries relating to Egypt have been well adapted to 
teach caution in the use of ἃ priori reasonings about the re- 





serint. Sipontus APOLLINARIS says (v. 412), descriptosque per agros fragrat odor. 
An Arabian poet, quoted by Schultens, (Jn Jobum, p. 1104), Extantque scriptiones 
ejus (the cloud) in tractibus manifesto impressae. 2. If in this way it is settled that 
the meaning fo write, need not be given up in the passages above quoted, so also it is 
settled that it ought not. Since γράφω, at a later period, has everywhere the meaning 
to write, and no other, so it possessed this meaning in Homer, of which it cannot 
be deprived, except for the most cogent reasons. The meaning to write, occurs in 
Homer undeniably in the first passage quoted, 1]. vi. 168. Also scribere, which is de- 
rived from γράφειν, has only one meaning, to write. 3. According to the ordinary 
opinion, one does not know what to do with the ἐπί in ἐπιγράφειν. The result we 
obtain from this enquiry is important in more respects than one. Such a frequent and 
established figurative use of writing implies that writing to a certain extent had be- 
come popular, so that the great body of the people, even if they could not write them- 
selves, yet possessed a clear conception of the modus procedendi in writing, which 
alone cotttd render the figurative language intelligible. Further, the existence of a 
particular word which denotes writing, and nothing else, and had not been borrowed 
from another language, proves the high antiquity of the art among the Greeks. Na- 
tions among whom the art of writing came into use at alater period, helped themselves, 
at least they could, either by attaching the meaning of writing to a word already exist- 
ing in this language, which had another but somewhat related meaning, or by bor- 
rowing the word from the people from whom they received the art ; thus from γράφω 
the Latin scribo was formed, and from this the German schreiben. Lastly, γράφειν, if 
from the first is meant to write, and had not the primary meaning of engraving, making 
incisions, can no longer be employed to confirm the current prejudice, for which, ne- 
vertheless, it is used by HartTMANN (p. 617), that originally, they wrote only on hard 
materials, and very gradually advanced from rude, laborious attempts to a rapid ex- 
pertness. 
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motest antiquity. If it has been here seen, on a large scale, how 
little facts accommodate themselves to such reasonings, some mo- 
deration must also be learnt in smaller matters, or, if that is not 
done, yet these reasonings will meet with less acceptance and ap- 
plause.* In addition, the enquiries respecting the antiquity and ge- 
nuineness of the Homeric Poems took anew turn. In this instance, 
“that food cometh out of the eater,” holds good. The Vorfrage 
itber Homeros, by KREUSER, of which the first volume (published in 
1828) was occupied entirely with the history of the Art of Writing, 
and in which unfortunately many strong points are injured by still 
more important weak ones ; this was followed by Nrrzscu’s His- 
toria Homeri, awork distinguished by sound judgment and acute- 
ness. The advantage which accrues from these writings, especially 
the latter, to our present enquiry, does not depend on their having 
attained their immediate object, which we are content to leave 
undecided.t Yet thus much may be ascertained by their means, 





* HEEREN, [deen Egypten, p. 367, remarks in reference to this point—* Almost 
more instructive than for the productions of agriculture, are the monuments of ancient — 
Egypt for those of art. Before we possessed paintings of these, none imagined that the 
nation had advanced to such a degree of perfection.” 


+ The only opponent of consequence who, up to the present time, has appeared, is, as 
far as we know, O. Miller, in the Géttinger gel. Anzeiger, 1831, p. 281. In reference 
to this review of Nitzsch’s work, we allow ourselves only one remark. The author 
rejects, as perfectly antiquated, the opinion of those who divide into parts the origina- 
tion of that great whole, the Iliad and the Odyssey, of which the separate composition 
they ascribe to a rudis antiquitas, but their artistic combination to an age already re- 
fined. Men now acknowledge (what the period in which that opinion arose was inca- 
pable of doing), that organic connection which governs all the parts as members of one 
body. They comprehend that whatever is truly connected together as a whole, can 
ofily proceed from an internal germ of life which dynamically contains already the 
whole in itself. But those who have held that opinion, merely draw, as appears to us, 
the correct consequence from the Wolfian hypothesis. If that consequence be acknow- 
ledged erroneous, the whole hypothesis must be given up. If all the parts of the 
Iliad and Odyssey are governed by an organic connection, then wemust, in all essen- 
tial points, possess them as they emanated from the spirit of their original author. 
For it is inconceivable that a whole succession of later poets should have so translated 
themselves into the author's spirit as to be capable of developing that internal germ of 
life which pervades the whole. The productions of the human mind are in this re- 
spect to be distinguished from those of nature. The originally existing organic con- 
nection would be destroyed by the latter artists or continuators. Atleast, since the 
world began, such an amalgamation of minds has been unheard of. Let usonly think 
how the continuation of GorTHr’s Faust, and the pre-announcements what course the 
author's own continuation would take, have been put to shame by the appearance at 
last of that work. But if we possess these great Homeric works complete, in all essen- 
tial points, as they issued from their author, we are necessarily led to their being ori- 
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that in this department we cannot build up and pull down history 
with one or two scanty suppositions ; that to form a judgment on 
the genuineness of a writing from such grounds, the most careful 
investigation of its object and purpose, of the character and 
original tendencies of the nation for which it was designed, 
is necessary ; that oral tradition and writing do not exclude 
each other, but render mutual assistance ; that the supposition of 
a gradual advance from hard and inconvenient writing materials 
is quite untenable; and, lastly, that the use of the art of writing 
among the Greeks reaches as far back as the Mosaic times. Η σα 





ginally committed to writing. The uninjured preservation of a work of such extent, 
merely by oral tradition, cannot be imagined. “ That the human memory,” the author 
indeed remarks, “could attain the strength necessary for such a task, is sufficiently 
ascertained by examples from many nations less cultivated than the Greeks.” But 
these analogies vanish on closer examination, particularly that of Ossian, on which 
the strongest reliance is placed. Where can be found in Ossian one great whole, in 
which the organic connection governs all the parts as members of one body? The 
unity here is throughout not so much one of plan, as of tone and colouring. Let any 
one compare the history of poetry among the Arabians. However lively their poetic 
genius might be, yet, according to Soroutt, (in Dz Sacy, Memoire sur Porigine et les 
anciens momumens de la litterature parmi les Arabes,in the memoirs of the Academy of 
Inscriptions, L. p. 850), their older poetry consisted only of single verses, which each 
poet uttered as occasion presented; and, after Talebi, Mohalel was the first who com- 
pleted a Kazidah, a poem of thirty verses, and who lived not long before Mohammed, 
in the first age of the spread of the art of writing. (See the confirmation of these ac- 
counts, pp. 353, 854). Soon after this the first large Arabic poem, the Moallakat, was 
produced, which has been distinguished ever since. It is here shown very plainly 
how little the pleasure of hearing, and the employment of the “poor substitute” of writing 
down, excluded one another. The poetic art was then as popular among the Arabians 
as among any other people—their love of hearing required to be satisfied at every public 
meeting by the recitation of verses—and yet poetry did not flourish till they began ta 
apply “the poor substitute,” which, when “the word was remembered by the poetic 
rhythm,” was as necessary in another relation, since everything here depended on 
the inviolate preservation of the form. We have, inthe above observations, kept closer 
to our object than might be supposed. The position, that an organically connected 
whole can only proceed from one author, and must be perpetuated by writing, which 
we have maintained in reference to Homer, finds its application also in the Pentateuch. 
With the assertion that Moses never wrote the Pentateuch—the splitting of it into 
a number of unconnected fragments, which were not cemented together till a later re- 
fined age—went 2andin hand. This latter notion is now to be regarded as com- 
pletely exploded. The fixed and well-concerted plan, “the organic connection, which 
governs all the parts as members of one body,” is now victoriously pointed out, and 
meets with increasing acceptance. If now what we have endeavoured to carry out 
has been established, then must those persons who acknowledge a Mosaic element in 
the Pentateuch—and they are not few—henceforth make up their minds to admit the 
Mosaic authorship, and, what is closely connected with it, that the whole was origi- 
nally committed to writing. 
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has laboured meritoriously in our cause, by his Inguiry respecting 
the antiquity of the art of writing among the Hebrews, in the 
Zeitschrift fiir das EKrzbisthum Freiburg, iv. 1. This essay 
vindicates very fully the account of HERopotus and other ancient 
writers respecting the writing communicated by Cadmus the Phe- 
nician to the Greeks, particularly against WoLF and GESENIUS, 
and hence draws the conclusion, that. Moses, his contemporary, 
was able to write. But how much or how little, depends upon the 
materials on which he wrote. ‘This leads the author to an en- 
quiry respecting the materials of writing, but in the results of 
which we cannot altogether agree with him. He then produces 
the express statements of the Pentateuch, in reference to the 
spread of the art of writing in the Mosaic age. Lately, Haver- 
NICK (in his Introduction to the Old Testament, i. 1, p. 258) 
has entered deeply into an examination respecting the antiquity 
and spread of the art of writing among the Hebrews. 

Meanwhile it has also been apparent how anxiously destructive 
Criticism has striven to preserve the completeness of its ranks, 
how reluctant it has been to surrender a single argument, as long 
as it would partially apply ad hominem, and hence how careful we 
need be, not too hastily to consider an objection as antiquated. 
At first, HARTMANN undertook to prop the tottering edifice. Ac- 
cording to him the art of writing was not yet in use among the 
Hebrews in the Mosaic age. “ Not till the period of the Judges, 
when they reposed in their fortunately won possessions, were they 
able to advance in the path of civilization, and to obtain from 
their diligent neighbours the precious gift of the art of writing.” 
And while he has only repeated the old assertions, Von BoHLEN, 
with whom VATKE unites, has gone far beyond them. He asserts 
the novelty of writing, not merely among the Hebrews, but the 
Semetic tribes generally; the highest date for Semetic writing is 
scarcely ten centuries before the Christian Aera, and even this is by 
no means accredited. ‘‘ Whoever guesses more, he may guess in- 
deed, and easily add a thousand years, since, without solid grounds, 
it only depends on faith which he finds.” So boldly and confidently 
does this writer speak, who was unable to bring a single new fact 
to the enquiry, nor had even made himself thoroughly acquainted 
with what others had advanced on both sides of the question ! To 
give only one example—he even asserts, that, in the age of Ho- 
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mer, writing was unknown, and that the first imperfect application 
of it appeared with Solon. The author cannot here mean to give 
the results of his own new investigation, but only to state the point 
of view from which the investigations of others have been carried on. 
For otherwise he would be obliged to indicate at least his reasons 
and proofs. But even if we declined noticing that the author 
is quite silent on all the opposite results of the investigations of 
celebrated scholars ; still there is one reproach from which he can- 
not clear himself, that he attributes to the opponents of the origi- 
nal written form of Homer's poems, a view essentially different 
from theirown. They never thought of refusing to Homer and his 
contemporaries all acquaintance whatever with the art of writing. 
Wo rF says (p. 44), “ Ceterum mihi spero minus succensebunt ab 
Homero non tam cognitionem literarum, quam usum et faultatem 
adjudicanti.” He attempts, indeed, to cast suspicion on the 
account of Cadmus, but says (p. 55), that he would not attach great 
importance to it; and allows (p. 57), that, from the testimony of 
Herodotus, it may be concluded with certainty, that the art of 
writing was introduced in very ancient times. O. MULLER (p. 
295), says, that writing was brought to maturity in Greece se- 
veral centuries before Solon, &e. 


That the origin of the art of writing goes beyond the Mosaic 
age, the most discreet of our opponents do not venture to deny. 
“The acquaintance of Moses and the Mosaic age with alphabe- 
tical writing is not merely possible, but more than probable,” says 
VATER (p. 452). ‘* The conclusion appears not overhasty,” re- 
marks HARTMANN (p. 615), “that the art of writing long prac- 
tised by the Babylonians, passed over to the Pheenicians, as soon 
as they felt their need of it.” How, indeed, could these confes- 
sions be avoided, if men were not lost to all shame and modesty. 
The traditions of all the nations of antiquity agree in this, that 
the art of writing belonged to the earliest period of the human 
race. The Phoenicians attributed its invention to Thaaut, the 
Chaldeans to Oannes, the Egyptians to Thot, or Memnon, or 
Hermes—all bearing witness that this invention went farther back 
than the beginning of history ; so that PLiny (/Zist. Nat. vii. 56), 
after he had quoted some of these authorities, properly remarks, 
ex quo apparet aeternus literarum usus. Pheenician colonists, 
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personified under the name of Cadmus, brought, probably about 
the time of Moses, the art of writing into Greece. 

This latter fact is so important for our object, that we cannot 
refuse to give it a closer examination and confirmation. The 
principal witness for it is HEnoporus. He says, after narrating 
the settlement of the Phcenicians under Cadmus, in Beeotia, Οὐ δὲ 
Poivixes οὗτοι οἱ σὺν Κάδμῳ amixopevon . . . . ἄλλα τε 
πολλὰ, ὀικήσαντες ταύτην τὴν χώρην, ἐσήγωγον διδασκάλια ἐς 
τοὺς Ἕλληνας, καὶ δὴ καὶ γράμματα, οὐκ ἐόντα πρὶν “Ἐλλησι, 
ὡς ἐμοὶ δοκέειν. From the Phenician colonists the Ionians, who 
then dwelt in Attica, received writing, but through the medium 
of the Gephyreans, who, being expelled from Beeotia, took refuge 
in Attica. Xpedpevor δὲ ἐφάτισαν, ὥσπερ καὶ τὸ δίκαιον ἔφερε, 
ἐσωγαγόντων Φοινίκων ἐς τὴν ᾿Ελλαδα, Dowixnui κεκλῆσθαι καὶ 
τὰς βύβλους διφθέρας καλέουσι ἀπὸ τοῦ παλαιοῦ οἱ Ἴωνες, ὅτι 
κοτὲ ἐν σπάνι Βύβλων ἐχρέωντο διφθέρῃσι αὐγέησί τε καὶ ὀϊέῃσι:" 
ἔτι δὲ καὶ τὸ κατ᾽ ἐμέ πολλοὸ τῶν βαρβάρων ἐς τοιαυτας διφ- 
θέρας γράφουσι. 

Herodotus speaks like a person who knew that he was not utter- 
ing mere conjecture, but historical truth. For that the phrase 
ὡς ἐμοὶ δοκέειν expresses no uncertainty, but only the conviction 
of his own mind as opposed to any other opinion, Nirzscu has 
shown against WoLrF (p. 78), with whom Baur (on Herodotus) 
agrees. ‘The facts form an unbroken chain. (See Hue. p. 22.) 
The names of Cadmus and the Cadmeans remain as important 
evidence of the very ancient Phoenician settlement in Thebes, 
even for those who on the whole acknowledge the correctness of 
O. MuLEr’s assertion (Orchomenos und die Minyer, p. 94). 
“From the resemblance of simple and short names, especially in 
different languages, no conclusion can be positively drawn.” For 
the agreement with =p, Kadm, the East, is too marked to be acci- 
dental; the name and the tradition render mutual support, and 
that the latter did not arise in the first instance from the name, 
appears from the fact that the. Grecian writers had no suspicion 
of its meaning, and still more from their personifying the whole 
colony as an individual. Lastly, although the great mass of later 
witnesses for these facts cannot be adduced, on account of their 
dependence on Herodotus, to corroborate his statement, yet inde- 
pendent vouchers of its correctness are not altogether wanting. 
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Dioporus Stcunus (see Hua. p. 29) appeals to Dionysius the 
Cyclist, who lived before Herodotus, under Darius Hystaspes. 
In Book ui. ch. 66, he adduces the testimony of the Cretans for 
the communication of writing to the IXuropeans through Cadmus 
and his Phoenicians. ARISTOTLE also asserts that the Phoeni- 
cians invented writing, but that Cadmus brought it mto Greece. 
(v. BEKKER, Anecdota Graeca, vol. 11. p. 788.) 

In this state of things, we might expect that Wolf's contradic- 
tion of this statement of Herodotus would sink into oblivion, 
specially since public opinion has taken a turn very much in 
favour of the father of history. But this expectation has not 
been quite realized. In our own times it has been attempted to go 
beyond this contradiction, and to refuse the whole narrative of He- 
rodotus any historical credit. PAINE Knicut (Prolegom. ad Hom. 
p. 72, ed. Ruhkopf) founded his doubts on the distance of the 
alleged Pheenician colony from the sea, and on the circumstance 
that Casmilus (or Cadmilus), probably identical with Cadmus, was 
an ancient name of Mercury (Schol. in Apoll. Rhod. i. 917). 
Independently of him, O. MULLER has elaborated this argument, 
and carried it to its utmost length. Kadmilos or Kadmos was a 
deity of the Tyrrhenian Pelasgians, a people who came from 
Thebes, and originally were the same with the Cadmeans. “This 
symbolical fundamental meaning of the hero in an ancient 
Grecian worship, appears to me decisively to put an end to all 
belief in the leader of the colony, and in the Pheenicians.” 
He also thinks it of weight that Thebes, unused to traffic, was 
unsuitable for the settlement of a mercantile people; and the 
formation of the legend may easily be accounted for,—that it pro- 
ceeded from a later misinterpretation of the original appellative, 
PHENIX, as a proper name, v. Orchom, p. 117, 461; and Erscu, 
and GRuUBER'S Hncycl. Art. Beotien. * 

If we examine these reasons more closely, we can hardly doubt, 
that this distinguished, and, in general, cautious scholar, allowed 
himself to be misled by that corroding historical scepticism, which 





* It seems that this hypothesis has served as a pattern for BLum, who, in his Intro- 
duction to the Ancient History of Rome, Berlin, 1828, has made Romulus a god of 
shepherds ; likewise for Baur, who maintains that Simon Magus was a later deity of 
the Samaritans transformed into a man. 
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has struck its roots so deeply into the spirit of our age. We 
might suppose ourselves transported into the field of Biblical cri- 
ticism, where arguments of this sort are common enough. If 
they are sufficient to invalidate accredited history, then it is all 
over with history. But such arguments easily overreach them- 
selves. How can any one think of exalting the testimonies of 
later scholiasts about Cadmilos the god, and his identity with 
Kadmos, above the testimony of Herodotus respecting Kadmos 
the leader of the colonists! But if Kadmilos or Kadmos was ori- 
einally regarded as a god, this can only serve to confirm the ac- 
count respecting Kadmos the leader of the colonists. It shows 
that the colony brought with them from their native land their 
god Kadmilos, a name formed of ste, Kadm, and ty, 47; im the 
pretended Sanchoniathon “Ios, God. 

It is a gratifying sign, that this hypothesis, though brought 
forward by so distinguished and influential a man, has scarcely 
met with any acceptance, but, on the contrary, has frequently been 
opposed.. It is rejected by ΝΊΤΖΒΟΗ and Baur in their respective 
works on Herodotus; Limpurc Brouwer, in his Histoire de 
la civilisation morale et religeuse des Grecs, Groningen, 1899, 
states, that the Egyptian origin (once disputed by O. MULLER) 
of Cecrops is very doubtful; that, on the other hand, the doubts 
in reference to Danaus and Cadmus are of no importance. Burt- 
MANN, in his Mythologus, τι. 171, maintains from first to last, 
that Kadmus, the East, was a symbol of the Pheenician race. 
But Prass, in his Vor-und Urgeschichte der alten Hellenen, 
Leip. 1831, p. 104, enters most deeply and fully into a refutation 
of this hypothesis. Only so much he grants, and in this we agree 
with him, that Kadmus was perhaps only a representative of Phee- 
nician mercantile settlements, and Phcenician worship. ‘“ But 
never, he says, “can the Pheenicians be got rid of, by the most 
subtle combinations.” He endeavours to verify the tradition of 
Kadmus by the course of civilization from the east to the west, 
by the spread of the Phoenician systems of religion—by the exis- 
tence of a continued active traffic carried on by the Phcenicians 
with the islands and maritime party of Greece in ancient times, 
&c. He also advocates the introduction of writing into Greece 
by Cadmus, (p. 141), but endeavours to reconcile this fact with 
the current views by an extravagant juste miliew. He thinks that 
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the communication of the art had at first no important conse- 
quences. ‘The people were in too rude a state to make use of it. 
At most, the art of writing was only in the possession of a small 
number of persons. Afterwards it was entirely lost ; perhaps be- 
tween 700 and 800 B.c., writing was introduced a second time 
by the Greeks of Asia Minor from their intercourse with the Phe- 
nicians. Certainly either extreme would be better than such a 
mean. Only admit that between the first and second introduc- 
tion, there was a void of some centuries, and the tradition of the 
first introduction loses all foundation. J*or that the knowledge of 
a useless communication could be retained through so long a pe- 
riod, cannot be imagined. ‘The memory of the giver could only 
be retained by the use of the gift. Moreover, the supposition of 
such a void period may be regarded as gradually on the decline. 
That in the age of Lycurgus, which would have fallen exactly in 
this interval, some things (such as a Rhetra mentioned by Plu- 
tarch), were described in writing by the Spartans, the least literary 
of all the Greeks, MULLER himself is disposed to acknowledge 
(Gott. Anz. p. 292), also that among them, from the most ancient 
times, anagraphs were in existence, which contained the names of 
their kings (p. 297). The proofs of a certain knowledge of the art 
of writing among the people at large in very early times, we have 
already collected from Homer. 


But while it is now admitted that the art of writing was in ex- 
istence in the Mosaic age, attempts are made to dispute, on va- 
rious grounds, its use among the Hebrews. The commonest—in 
substance it occurs frequently in Wolf, and only requires an alte- 
ration in the names—is the following. ‘The Hebrews, it is al- 
leged (v. Hartmann, p. 590), continued to be in Egypt, what they 
were in Canaan, arude, uncultivated, pastoral people, separated 
from the other inhabitants of the land. How should they make 
themselves masters of the art of writing for the practice of which 
they had no occasion ? Centuries or even thousands of years 
may pass away, before nomadic tribes are impelled to acquire an 
art of which they feel no need. 

For, once let it be assumed that the condition of the Hebrews 
in Egypt was really such as has just been described—yet this ar- 
gument could only be of weight if the point in dispute were to be 


406 THE ART OF WRITING AMONG THE HEBREWS. 


decided only on a balance of probabilities, in the absence of all 
historical testimonies. For with equal propriety we might attack 
the introduction of the art of writing into uncivilized Greece, yet 
that is vindicated ; with equal propriety we might deny that Ul- 
philas taught the art of writing to the Goths. Invention is one 
thing; and the easy appropriation of an art already invented is 
quite another thing. For this an uncultivated people have so 
much occasion, that in truth historical evidence for its existence 
could not be settled with so little trouble. 

But the condition of the Hebrews in Egypt, if we are disposed 
to follow the statements of the Pentateuch, was very different. 
This we must point out with some minuteness, since erroneous 
conceptions respecting it, have introduced perplexity in several 
other questions connected with it. Thus for mstance, WINER 
collects the modern objections that rest on this ground, against 
the Mosaic account of the Tabernacle, in the following words 
(Realwirterbuch, ii. p. 620.) “ A stock of gold and silver is too 
valuable for a nomadic people ; the working of metals is too great 
an advance in the arts; simply the materials that were to be em- 
ployed for this purpose could not even be collected in so short a 
time from the travelling merchants.’ Thus the assertion has 
been so often repeated, that for a rude nomadic people the Mo- 
saic laws were far too complicated. ‘Thus ΝΑΤΚΕ would infer the 
spuriousness of the Mosaic legislation, from the Mosaic state being 
founded on the supposition of agriculture and a settled life, there- 
fore on a social condition which was. not then in existence, and 
thus several other things. 

In the case of the Patriarchs, it may be plainly perceived, that 
their nomadic kind of life was only forced upon them by their re- 
lation to those around them, by their residence in a land which 
was wholly in the possession of its earlier inhabitants. Of no- 
madic rudeness we find no trace among them; in point of intel- 
ligence and manners they rank with civilized people. They took 
part in the advantages, conveniences, and enjoyments which civi- 
lization had created for the neighbouring inhabitants, who were 
more favoured by their outward circumstances. Judah had a 
signet ; Joseph wore a richly adorned garment ; Abraham paid 
for the land he purchased, and Jacob’s sons for corn, with money ; 
Abraham's servant presented Rebecca with a gold ring and brace- 
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lets, ἄς. Wherever it is practicable, the nomadic style of living is 
forsaken, Lot settles in Sodom, dwells in a house there, and is 
only too much attached to a residence in a city. Abraham when 
he left Egypt, instead of confining himself, as tribes of nomadic 
habits and tastes have done for thousands of years, to a sojourn 
on the borders in pasture-land, proceeds to the king’s residence 
(See Gen. xii. 10). Afterwards he settled at Hebron; he is 
there a prince of God in the midst of the Hittites (Gen. xxiii.) ; 
Isaac resides in the chief city of the Philistines, and occupies a 
house near the palace (Gen. xxvi. 8). He cultivated land there 
(ver. 12). Jacob, after his return from Mesopotamia, built a house, 
though in a place where he remained only a short time (Gen. 
exc. 177. 

When Jacob’s family were transplanted to Egypt, a foundation 
was laid for their transition from a nomadic to a settled mode 
of life. On Joseph's application on their behalf, the Israelites 
obtain residences, not in a district unfruitful and useless to the 
Egyptians for agricultural purposes, but exactly in the best and 
most productive part of the country. They held the district 
assigned to them not merely as a loan, from which they might 
be expelled at the king’s caprice, and therefore would not think 
it worth while to form permanent domestic establishments, but 
as a grant for their peculiar and constant occupancy. These 
facts are incontestably stated in Genesis. ‘‘ And Joseph placed 
his father and his brethren, and gave them a possession "778 in 
the land of Egypt, in the best 3°22 of the land, in the land of 
Rameses’ (Gen. xlvu.11). ‘And Israel dwelt in the land of Egypt, 
in the’ country of Goshen, and they had possessions therein "7S8™ 
ma, and grew and multiplied exceedingly” (ver. 27). The at- 
tempts are vain (compare, for instance, JAHN, Archaclogie, p. 
15), to impose another meaning on su, pasture-land; vain 
also the attempts to weaken the force of “378 and "08". Both, 
according to the usus loguendi, denote permanent and pecu- 
liar possession. In Palestine, the Patriarchs only had “3p "78 
“a possession of a burying place,’ Gen. xxii. 4, 9, 20, xlix. 30, 
1.13. But in future the land of their pilgrimage was to be 
their mss, their inheritance and peculiar possession; compare Gen. 
xvu. 8, ‘ And I will give to thee the land of thy pilgrimage, 778 
ἜΣ, for an everlasting possession, boty mime? Gen. xiviii. 8 ; 
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Num. xxxy. 8; Levit. xiv. 84, xxv. 24. In opposition to their 
hitherto nomadic kind of life, the Sichemites proposed to Jacob's 
sons, “get you possessions “7ST in the land,” Gen. xxxiv. 10. 
The originality of the passage in Gen. xlvii. 11, 27, receives con- 
firmation on philological grounds ; mmx occurs frequently in all 
the books of the Pentateuch; in the whole thirty-eight times ; 
it is found besides independently only in the book of Joshua, 
which belongs to the same stage of the language. At a later 
period, it almost disappears from the hving language. Except 
in the books written after the captivity, Chronicles, Ezra, Ne- 
hemiah, which drew their phraseology less from actual life than 
from the earlier Scriptures, and principally from the Pentateuch, 
it only occurs in Psalm ii. 8, “ And the ends of the earth for 
thy possession,” in allusion to Gen. xvi. 8. Instead of Canaan, 
which was promised to Abraham, with its narrow boundaries, 
here the ends of the earth are introduced. Besides the. noun, 
the verb also in Niphal is confined to the Pentateuch and the 
book of Joshua. 

If such was the situation of the Israelites in Egypt from the 
first, 10 was impossible that a residence among the most civilized 
people of the ancient world could be without important influences 
upon them, who, as their whole history shows, were endowed 
with a nature pre-eminently capable of culture. It is quite in- 
credible that they should have entirely neglected the excellent op- 
portunity for improving in agriculture that was presented to them,* 
and a participation in Egyptian agriculture was immediately con- 
nected with Egyptian civilization. 

If we bring together the separate statements respecting the 
situation of the Israelites in Egypt, which are scattered through 
the Pentateuch, our supposition will acquire the firmness of his- 
torical certainty. The Israclites dwelt in houses, Exod. xii. 
4, with door-posts. and lintels (ver. 7, 22, 23), and intermixed 





* See HEEREN, Ideen, Agypt. p. 161, “The transition from a nomadic to an agri- 
cultural life, however difficult it may be to explain it, was at least never easier than 
in Egypt, where field labour required scarcely any exertion, and little more was neces- 
sary than to scatter the seed, in order to procure a harvest.” Also, in p. 147, it is re- 
marked, that even the Bedouin Arabs, renouncing their native character, have taken to 
agriculture in Egypt. 
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with Egyptians, so that the destroying angel would pass by one 
door and stop at another. They lived with the Egyptians, 
with whom, in part, they stood on the most friendly terms, in 
cities. This appears from Exod. 111. 20-22, xi. 1-8, xu. 35, 36. 
According to the first passage, (“ But every woman shall ask of 
her neighbour and of her that sojourneth in her house 3 72, 
jewels of silver and jewels of gold,”) it was not unfrequently the 
ease, that Egyptian lodgers dwelt with an Israelitish householder 
and persons of good property, so that they could give from abun- 
dance gold and silver ornaments and clothes. That a great part 
of the Hebrews devoted themselves to agriculture while dwelling 
in Egypt on the fruitful banks of the Nile and its canals, is evi- 
dent from Deut. xi. 10, “ For the land whither thou goest in to 
‘possess it, 15 not as the land of Egypt, from whence ye came out, 
where thou sowedst thy seed, and waterest it with thy foot as a 
garden of herbs.” (‘The difference here pointed out is, that in the 
land of Canaan, the rain was freely poured down from heaven, 
whereas in Egypt it was necessary to water the land by their own 
labour and exertion.) The way and manner here described in which 
the Israelites watered their fields in Egypt, is the very same which 
the Egyptians have practised for centuries and thousands of years.* 
GROTIUS has pointed out a passage in PHILo De confusione lingua- 
rum, p. 255, which describes the Egyptian machine by means of 
which wateris brought over the fields from the Nile and its canals. 
It was a wheel with buckets, worked by means of the feet. Such a 
machine is also mentioned by Dioporus SiciLus, τῶν SavOpe- 
TOV ῥᾳδιως ἅπασαν ἀρδευόντων διά τινος μηχανῆς, ἣν ἐπενόησε 
μὲν ᾿Αρχιμήδης ὁ Συρακούσιος, ὀνομάζεται δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ σχήμα- 

τος κοχλίας, 1. 84. Compare v. 87, where this machine is de- 
scribed, and the assertion of its invention by Archimedes is re- 
peated ; an assertion, however, on which too much stress must not 
be laid, since Archimedes may here be considered only as a per- 
sonification of the mechanical invention, and it can hardly be al- 
lowed that he brought to perfection a machine that had been 
already long known. STRABO, xvil. p. 1160-74; Virruv. x. 11. 
In this community of occupation, it may easily be conceived how 





Ἐν. Kitto’s Physical History of Palestine, p. 294-298; NrEBuUR's Reisebeschrei- 
bung nach Arabien, &c. i. 148.—[ TR. |] 
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the Israelites might be compelled by the Egyptians to the per- 
formance of their agricultural labour. Exod. 1. 14, ‘‘ All man- 
ner of service in the field,” (mwa 722-221). How fully the He. 
brews partook of the advantages which the Nile afforded the 
Egyptians, also appears from Num. xi. 5, where the people who 
murmured in the wilderness say, “‘ We remember the fish which 
we did eat in Egypt freely, the cucumbers, and the melons, and 
the leeks, and the onions, and the garlick.” So likewise from ch. 
xx. 5, ““ Wherefore have ye made us come out of Egypt, to bring 
us unto this evil place ? It is no place of seed, or of figs, or vines, 
or of pomegranates.” According to these passages, the Hebrews 
cultivated most successfully the edible plants—wheat, the vine, 
and other fruits. From such a state of things, no one will argue 
against the genuineness of the Mosaic legislation, because, accord- 
ing to it, the state was founded on agriculture. MICHAELIS, 
Mosaisches Recht. i. ὃ 41. We should rather regard it asa 
proof of the great alteration which preceded in reference to the 
Israelites’ mode of life in Egypt*—an alteration so evident, that, 
though it might escape the eyes of theologians, it could not those 
of the comparatively unprejudiced historians. Thus SCHLOSSER 
remarks (U bersicht, 1. 222), ‘* We find in the Jewish books at 
first only nomads, nomadic manners, nomadic traffic, a patriarchal 
constitution, and a very simple religion appealing to the senses. 
In Egypt, every thing was changed. ‘The nomadic people ob- 
tained ideas of agriculture, of the constitution and management of 
civil life.” After we have gained this sure foundation, the accounts 
in the Pentateuch of the skill in the arts possessed by the Israel- 
ites, (which are confirmed by Amos y. 25, who informs us that 
they made images of their gods, and tabernacles for them in the 
wilderness), acquire an importance. Only while this foundation 
was wanting, when we found again the arts and artificial productions 
of highly cultivated Egypt almost complete—for example, the finest 
Egyptian stuffs, several kinds of skins artificially prepared, the art 
of casting metals and working them with the hammer, the polish- 





* Particularly since VaTKE (p. 213) remarks, “ The legislation does not show the 
direct tendency to introduce agriculture, to regulate a ruder mode of life, and to facili- 
tate the transition from it; but rather its basis is assumed as certain, and it is regarded 
as customary,” and since “ later tradition has not made it appear that Moses in this re- 


spect effected a revolution.” 
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ing and engraving of precious stones, &c., there might be some 
plausibility in arguing against the credibility of the Pentateuch. 
But after we have gained this foundation, we can with confi- 
dence make use of these accounts to enlarge our representation of 
the participation of the Israelites in Egyptian civilization. If we 
keep in view the state of the Hebrews as warranted by these ac- 
counts, it will appear, that civilization among them in the Mosaic 
age was in a far higher state than in the times of the Judges, that 
it is therefore truly ridiculous when Harrmawn claims for the 
latter the first knowledge of the art of writing, because the former 
was not yet ripe for it. On the contrary, if it was in use in the 
far less cultivated period of the Judges, and indeed so generally, 
that the earliest could write best, we must beforehand expect it 
in the Mosaic period. 

The objections to the view we have taken of the condition of 
the Hebrews in Egypt may be easily disposed of. An argument 
is brought against the communication of culture from the Egyp- 
tians to the Hebrews from Gen. xlvi. 84 (“ Thy servants’ trade 
hath been about cattle from our youth even until now, both we 
and also our fathers: that ye may dwell in the land of Goshen ; 
for every shepherd is an abomination unto the Egyptians”). 
But this carries all its force to the presumption of the nomadie 
life of the Israelites. Not foreigners, as such, were an abomina- 
tion to the Egyptians, nor shepherds having a fixed residence, 
but rather “the nomadic kind of life which was necessarily 
opposed to the views and policy of the dominant caste.” HEEREN, 
Ideen, digypt. 154, with whom compare CREUZER, Comm. Herod, 
Ρ. 282, but especially RosELLINI monumenti del? Eygitto, 1. i. 
p. 177, u. 276. This last-mentioned writer shows that the Egyp- 
tian state was founded on agriculture ; that on this rested the 
laws, the castes, the institutions, the religion itself; that among 
the nomadic tribes their kind of life caused a fundamental differ- 
ence in their institutions from those of the Egyptians; that the 
nomadic neighbours of the Egyptians were their natural enemies ; 
he points out the striking contrast of fulness and of want; of life and 
of death ; of Osiris and of 'Typhon; and shows that the founders 
of Egyptian civilisation must have been anxious in the extreme 
to separate the Egyptians from the Nomads, from whom they 
eould learn nothing, and to infuse an aversion to them. ‘“ Coéf 
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nome di pastort pertanto significavisi per gli Egizi idea op- 
posta ὦ quella di popolo civile.” (I. i. p. 180.) That the aver- 
sion of the Egyptians was not against foreigners as such, is shown 
in the instance of Joseph. The whole house of his master is 
confided to him; and at a later period he espouses an Egyptian 
female of rank. It is also shown by the fact, that at the Exodus 
many Egyptians joined the Israelites (H:xod. xii. 38; Numb. xi. 4), 
which is only conceivable on the supposition of a close connection 
between the two nations. The admission of such a connection is 
also required by the great leaning of the Israelites to the Egyp- 
tian character, and particularly to the Egyptian idolatry, which, 
on the supposition of a strict separation, is hardly conceivable. 
HARTMANN attempts to support his view by direct evidence 
from passages in the Pentateuch. ‘The Israelities, he says, were, 
and continued to be, shepherds. As such they are represented in 
Exod. x. 9, 24; xi. 7; as shepherds they went out of Egypt, 
Exod. xii. 82, &c.; as shepherds they wandered through the wil- 
derness, Exod. xvil. 4; xx. 24, &c. To this point of view we are 
also led by the accounts in the Ist Book of Chronicles, ch. iv. 39. 
But passages such as Exod. x. 9, &c., can be admitted as conclusive, 
only by overlooking the important difference between Nomads and 
possessors of flocks. It might as well be asserted that the Egyp- 
tians, who devoted themselves with great earnestness to the breed- 
ing of cattle, were Nomads. In the wilderness the Israelites were 
Nomads by necessity. Their tending flocks and herds for forty 
long years in the wilderness was laid on them as a punishment. As 
such, Hosea also notices (xii. 10) their dwelling in tents during 
that period. That it was a characteristic feature of their sojourn 
there, which distinguished it not less from their residence in Egypt 
than from that in Canaan, is shown by the institution of the Feast of 
Tabernacles. The most highly civilized people, if condemned to live 
in the deserts of Arabia, must adopt a nomadic kind of life. Lastly, 
1 Chron. iv. 89 (‘and they went to the entrance of Gedor, unto 
the east side of the valley, to seek pasture for their flocks”) refers, 
as the slightest consideration will show, not to the time of their 
residence in Egypt. The only passage in thelst Book of Chronicles 
that relates to that period, is ch. vii. 21. Even ifit be admitted that 
in that passage a foray of the Ephraimites on the Gathites is spoken 
of, and not rather the reverse, a foray of the Gathites on the Eph- 
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raimites (which, besides other reasons, the verb sa», they went 
down, favours, since during the march from Egypt the verb τὸν, 
to go up, is always used*), yet it proves nothing more than that 
the transition of the Israelites from the nomadic life to the agricul- 
tural was not entirely complete. To draw in this way a general 
inference from a single instance, we might maintain that the Is- 
raeclites in Canaan continued the nomadic mode of life. For there 
also we find, in districts which could not be used for any other 
purpose, shepherds wandering about. See J. D. MICHAELIS on 
the roving shepherds of the East, in his Verm. Schriften, p. 136, 
and De Nomad. Palaest., in his Syntagma, p. 223. 


If we have now in this manner constructed a secure bridge from 
the Egyptians to the Hebrews—(the correction of the current 
error is here also so far important, that from the point-of-view we 
have gained, the design of bringing Israel into Egypt 15 seen in 
a clearer light ; this country appears no longer as a preparatory 
school in which, bad habits excepted, nothing was learnt, rather 
it shows how God understands to make available for his kingdom 
what the world has gained for its selfish purposes, a procedure 
which is repeated through the whole history)—our readers may 
expect other difficulties which will dispute our passage, especially 
in reference to the art of writing. 

We shall very easily dispose of the first objection. Among the 
Egyptians, it is said (EIARTMANN, p. 636), the priests alone were 
in possession of the art of writing. How should they have gener- 
ously imparted to the Hebrews what they withheld from their 
own countrymen ? But that the priests were in exclusive pos- 
session of the art of writing, is an assertion which all well-informed 
persons will laugh at. There is not a single reason for it, and 
there are many against it. Droporus says—idiwv yap Atyur- 
τίοις ὄντων γραμμάτων τὰ μὲν δημώδη προσαγορευόμενα πάν- 
τας μανθάνειν, τὰ δ᾽ ἱερὰ καλούμενα παρὰ μὲν τοῖς Αὐγυπτίοις 
μόνους γινώσκειν τοὺς ἱερεῖς, and by another statement i. ch. 81, 
the πάντες is only so far limited, that the opportunity of learning 
is presented to all, which is sufficient for our object, but not that 
all avail themselves of the advantage ; παιδεύουσι δὲ τοὺς ὑιοὺς 





* See Annotatt. tiber in. Hagiog. ὃ. 111. p. 810. 
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οἱ μὲν ἱερεῖς γράμματα διττὰ, τά τε ἱερὰ καλούμενα Kal τὰ κου- 
νοτέραν ἔχοντα τὴν μάθησίν. . . τὸ δ᾽ ἄλλο πλῆθος τῶν Aly 
υπτίων ἐκ παίδων pavOdave παρὰ τῶν πατέρων ἤ συγγενῶν τὰς 

περὶ ἕκαστον βίον ἐπιτηδεύσεις" γράμματα δ᾽ er ολίγον διδάσ- 
κουσιν, οὐχ ἅπαντες, ἀλλ᾽ οἱ τὰς τέχνας μεταχειριζόμενοι μά- 
Nota. ῬΙΆΑΤΟ (de Legg. vii. p. 818. ed. Bipon. v. viii. p. 383) 
says, when he recommends the study of Mathematics, that it was 
zealously cultivated in the schools in Egypt: τοσάδε τοίνυν ἕκ 

acta χρὴ φάναι μανθάνειν δεῖν τοὺς ἐλευθέρους, ὅσα Kal πάμ- 
πολὺυς ἐν Αὐγύπτῳ παίδων ὄχλος ἅμα γράμμασιν μανθάνει. 
And when HERopotus says (ii. 36) διφασίοισι δὲ γράμμασι 
χρέωνται Kal τὰ μὲν αὐτῶν ipa: τά δέ δημοτικὰ καλέεται, he 
only conveys indirectly what Diodorus expresses in plain terms. 
Whence could originate the appellation of Demotic writing, if the 
people were not in possession of the art? ZoNARAS in CREUZER 
(Comm. p. 870) remarks: δημότην οἱ Ἴωνες τὸν τῶν πολλῶν 
ἕνα" οὕτως καὶ ‘Hpodotos with an allusion to ii. 172, where it is 
said of Amasis ἅτε δὴ δημότην τὸ πρὶν ἐόντα. Yet in reference 
to the hieroglyphics, the older view of their exclusive possession 
by the priests, has been considerably modified by the modern 
investigations of CHAMPOLLION and others; it is now generally 
acknowledged (compare CHAMPOLLION, Precis, p. 8360; HEEREN, 
p- 189), that the people were not altogether excluded from an 
acquaintance with them. 

But it is further alleged, that the art of writing, such as might 
be borrowed from the Egyptians, would have been perfectly use- 
less for the Hebrews, partly on account of the total difference of 
language, partly because at that time the Egyptians possessed no 
pure alphabetic writing. What may prove the existence of the art 
of writing among the Egyptians does not come into consideration ; 
but the Hebrews in the time of Moses stood in no such connection 
with the kindred races that they could receive this art from them. 
This allegation contains three assertions, each of which we would 
here.examine. 

1. Those who maintain that the Egyptians had no pure alpha- 
betic writing, represent as decided what is still disputed among 
scholars, and the latest enquiries lean rather to the opposite de- 
cision. In earlier times it was generally assumed that the alpha- 
bet among all nations of the highest antiquity was one and the 
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same. In this view, all the classical writers, whatever might be 
their difference of opinion as to the birth place of the art of writ- 
ing, were unanimous. It is easy to understand how this view 
implies that the Egyptians possessed a pure alphabetic charac- 
ter, besides their peculiar hieroglyphic writing. ‘Those who main- 
tain the invention of writing in Egypt, and its transmission 
thence to other nations, are—PLAto, the writer to whom PLINY 
himself appeals, Hist. Nat. vu. 56; Tacrrus, Annal. xi. 14, 
according to whom the Egyptians themselves claimed the inven- 
tion; GELLIUS, who maintains that writing was invented in 
Egypt by Mercury; PLUTARCH, in Quaest. zonuir. ix. 2; Dto- 
poRus, VaRRO, in AucusTIN, De Civ. Dei. xviii. 6. ὃ. 40; see 
the collection of these testimonies in ZoEGA De Obel. p. 554 ; 
and many witnesses for the existence and high antiquity of al- 
phabetic writing in Egypt. PLurarcn expressly asserts that 
the Egyptians had an alphabet, consisting of twenty-five letters. 
De Is. et Osir. p. 874. (v. ZOEGA, ἢ. 497.) 

First, Tycusen, in his and HEEREN’s Sibliothek fir alte 
Litt. und Kunst. 6, put forth the assertion, that the Egyptians 
had no alphabetic writing whatever, till they received it from the 
Greeks, in the times of Psammeticus. He was fully refuted 
by Zora (p. 567), who decidedly defended the high antiquity 
of alphabetic writing among the Egyptians, and its original iden- 
tity with that of other nations. 'Tychsen’s chief argument was 
this, that Egyptian history became clearer after the reign of 
the Dodekarchs ; just as lately Ὁ. MULLER (Gott, Auz. p. 297) 
has endeavoured, from the scarcity of historical notices among 
the Spartans, to adduce proof that the art of writing had not 
spread in the very early times of Greece. But if this reasoning 
were valid, it must be-first shown that the Egyptians of ancient 
times, and likewise the Spartans, possessed a historical mind, 
that they wished to write history ; which certainly, in both cases, 
is no easy task. A taste for historical composition is want- 
ing to the later Egyptians in a gh degree; only the influence 
of foreigners has prevailed upon them to give their attention 
somewhat more to history, and from foreigners alone, directly or 
indirectly, proceeds the greater clearness which the later Egyp- 
tian history possesses above the earlier. How little the posses- 
sion of the art of writing alone is able to create a real his- 
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torical literature, is shown sufficiently by the example of the 
Indians. 

From another point of view, on the ground of existing writ- 
ten monuments, an attack was made on Egyptian alphabetic writ- 
ing, by JoMARD (compare the collection of his assertions in 
CREUZER, Comm. Herod. p. 376), and repeated by CHAMPOL- 
LION. ‘These writers maintain, going a step beyond TycHsEN, 
that the Egyptians possessed no pure alphabetic writing. CHaAM- 
POLLION especially attempts to show that the common writing 
which is cited by HERopotus and Dioporus under the name of 
Demotic, by CLEMENS ALEX. under the name of E’pistolographic, 
and by the inscription of Rosetta, under the name of Enchorial, 
is only the Hieroglyphic in a state of transition to the Alpha- 
betic. Cette troisiéme espece decriture, se-dériva de Uhieratique, 
comme celle-ci elle-meme dérivait de l hieroglyphique. , 
Ll fallait au peuple et méme aux castes supérieures une mé- 
thode plus simple et plus abrégée pour les relations habitu- 
elles, et pour tous les détails de la vie civile. . . Leeri- 
ture démotique emprunta tous ses élémens de l ecriture hiero- 
tique ou sacerdotale, et consiste principalement en signes de 
sons ou phonetiques. CHAMPELLION, Precis. p. 356. I1(Cham: 
pollion) regarde la méthode hiéroglyphique comme lécriture 
primitive, qui fut simplifiée plus tard dans lecriture hiera- 
tique, laquelle rendue plus simple encore, pour devenir facile 
au peuple, forma a son tour lecriture démotique. ‘ 
Lecriture demotique, la plus cursive et la plus simple des 
trois, qui nadmettant presque, que des signes phonétiques, ou 
alphabétiques, se rapproche beaucoup des méthodes graphiques 
des autres peuples. . . . etait destinée aux usages ordi- 
nares de la vie civile. GREPPO, Hssai sur la systéme hiero- 
glyphique de M. Champ. Paris, 1829, p. 40, 41. 

But even enthusiastic admirers of Champollion (as Greppo, p. 
42) remark, that his investigations on the two first kinds of writing, 
the demotic and the hieratic, are merely occasional and incom- 
plete; his attention has been directed merely to the hieroglyphic, 
and in reference to that he has gained great credit. LETRONNE 
(in Champollion’s Precis. p. 406), speaks (without noticing Cham- 
pollion’s view,) of the demotic writing as absolutely alphabetic, 
and is disposed to maintain the original identity of the Egyptian 
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and Phoenician alphabets, and indeed to concede to the Egyptians 
the honour of the primary invention. KLApRoTH, in his first con 
troversial work against Champollian (Opuscules archéo-graphi- 
ques par Th. Ausonioli. Par. 1824), represents the opimion that 
the alphabetic writing proceeded from the hieroglyphic, as long 
ago antiquated, and unseasonably revived (p. 41). He maintains, 
that if it be assumed that the foundation of a pure alphabetic 
writing was contained in the phonetic hieroglyphics, it is not con- 
ceivable that among the whole population not an individual was 
to be found who substituted the easy for the difficult, the conve- 
nient for the laborious, the simple for the complex ; it must then 
be supposed, gu’une lot fondroyante des Pharaons defendott aux 
castes lettrées Al’ Egypte, de se servir dun systeme décriture 
autre, que celui inventé par le sacerdoce. 

In CHAMPOLLION’S most important discovery, that which forms 
the quintessence of his book, in his view of the phonetic hiero- 
elyphics, which, to the present time, has passed triumphantly 
through every ordeal, there really is contained what forms the 
best counteractive to his assertions relative to the alphabetic writ- 
ing among the Egyptians. ‘hese assertions rest on an assump- 
tion which is common to him with his predecessors, particu- 
larly with ZorGA, namely, that writing was developed in regular 
progression from the easicr to the more difficult, an assumption 
which certainly has an air of probability, but which must not be 
received without hesitation as absolutely valid; for real history 
often mocks probabilities, since so easily and so often, a single for- 
tunate glance, a flash of thought, suddenly breaks in on the natu- 
ral sequence, and springs over the intermediate steps. As soon as 
the existence and the originality of phonetic hieroglyphics, as stated 
by CHAMPOLLION (the nature of which may be learnt most speedily 
from Brown's essay, and HEEREN’s introduction to the descrip- 
tion of Egypt in his Zdeen), is admitted, the chief difficulty which 
equally at first in Egypt opposed the invention of alphabetic writ- 
ing,* is considered to be overcome, and a tedious development of 
a partial alphabetic writing from the hieroglyphic can no longer 
be maintained. We shall involuntarily be brought to the con- 





_ 


e 
* Lento passu et per multos gradus eo ventum existimo, ut sententiae dispesccren- 
tur in vocabula, vocubula in syllabas, syllabae in sonos componentes, ZOEGA, p. 592. 
pd 
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clusion, that the most complicated was also the latest, that from 
the alphabetic writing the phonetic hieroglyphics proceeded, and 
these were followed by the ideographic and figurative. ‘This pro- 
cess LATRONNE appears to have indicated, when in Champollion's 
Precis, p. 406, he remarks, D’aprés vos recherches tl parait 
clairement établi, que les hieroglyphes phonetiques n'ont eu 
pour but, que de pouvoir en certains cas peindre dans un car- 
actére sacré les sons représentés par Cecriture alphabetique. 
Dov il résulte, quon a di nécessairement prendre autant de 
signes hiérogl., quwil y avait de caractéres dans Calphabet. It 
is indeed to be observed, that the hieroglyphic writing was ex- 
clusively sacred, which, therefore, has a presumption against it of 
being artificially composed from the earlier simple writing. Lf we 
seek in hieroglyphics for the first principles of writing, it is hardly 
conceivable how they could be from the beginning in the exclusive 
use of the priests. This ZoEGA observed. Hence he hazards the 
assertion, that the hieroglyphical writing was not exclusively em- 
ployed by the priests till after the invention of alphabetic writing. 
Anteinventas literas alphabeticas ad omnia, quecunque memo- 
riae mandanda censuerunt Aigyptit, usi sunt literis hierogly- 
phicis. . . .  . ILnventa scriptura alphabetica hane in 
epistolis et quae alia sunt communis vitae usibus inservien- 
tiaadhibuere Aig. p.549. But this assertion is destitute of all 
proof. 

But the more profound study of the demotic writing in more 
recent times has raised an important objection to CHAMPOLLION’S 
view of it, which HEEREN (p. 14) (as CREUZER in reference to 
JOMARD) has wisely satisfied himself with merely alluding to, 
without giving a decided opinion upon it, while, in reference to 
Champollion’s discoveries in the department of hieroglyphics, he 
has not withheld his applause. KosEGARTEN (De Aigyptiorum 
literatura, Weim. 1828), has pointed out, that the inscriptions 
written in the Enchorial or demotic character consist, for the 
greatest part, of words, which are written in the alphabetic writing 
—that in them the whole alphabet occurs, and indeed every let- 
ter in different forms, which is also the case in the oldest Greek 
inscriptions, (compare ZoEGA, p. 601)—that the alphabetic writ- 
ing of the Egyptians in many peculiarities is allied to the Pho- 
nician. A dextra ad sinistram scriptura enchoria progreditur 
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(Herod. 1. 86)* Uiteras vocales in mediis vocabulis pariter at- 
que scriptura Phoenicia modo ponit, modo supprimit. Signi- 
ficatio vero literarum inter sonas similes fluctuat, ut apud 
Phenicios et Hebraeas pronuntiatio literarum Alef, Vau, Jod, 
Ain, et Cheth, (p.5). He does not enter on a comparison of indi- 
vidual letters with the Pheenician, but only considers that the Egyp- 
tian writing was first fixed for itself, but states without contra- 
dicting it, that LETRONNE maintained the identity of the enchorial 
characters with the Pheenician. Along with the alphabetic writ- 
ing in the inscriptions referred to are a number of signs, which 
probably are to be considered as abbreviated hieroglyphics. Stg- 
nificant haec vocabula peculiari modo, ut videtur, scripta, 
maxime nomina deorum Aigyptiaca, aliaque vocabula solen- 
niora ut e.g. vocabulum anni. ‘The investigation has been car- 
ried a step further by REUVENS in his Lettres a Mr Letronne. 
He there states (p. 88) the results which he had obtained in re- 
ference to the demotic writing from the examination of the Papy- 
rus at Leyden. Several signs which hitherto had been considered 
as not alphabetic occur in that Papyrus, and can be decyphered. 
Other signs hitherto unknown are mere contractions in the demo- 
tic writing to save room ; the letters are often put above one an- 
other, and so by degrees written words degenerate into contractions. 
How little the remaining non-alphabetic characters can support 
the assertion, that the Egyptians had no‘pure alphabetic writing, 
is proved by the fact mentioned p. 89, that the Egyptians mixed 
the Hieratic character with Grecian writing. ‘These characters are 
in both cases to be regarded as mere abbreviations, which are not 
constantly employed, but so, that at pleasure sometimes the signs 
are used, sometimes the word 15 written in alphabetical characters, 
on which REUVENS grounds a hope of the future decyphering of 
what has been hitherto unknown ; a est τἰ done pas trés probable, 
que les abbreviations demotiques se trouveront transcrites en 
toutes lettres dans quelque double des mémes actes Hyyptiens 3 
In this state of the question, we have no more right to infer from 





1 - - 

* Τράμματα γράφουσι καὶ λογίζονται ψήφοισι “Ἕλληνες μὲν ἀπὸ τῶν ἀριστερῶν 

~ ll LaF 2 " ? lA 

ἐπὶ τὰ δεξιὰ φέροντες τὴν χεῖρα, Αἰγύπτιοι δὲ ἀπὸ τῶν δεξιῶν ETL τὰ ἀριστερά 
" - ~ > " , > \ , Υ' ov \ ? Divo? 

καὶ ποιεῦντες ταῦτα αὐτοὶ μέν φασι ἐπὶ δεξιὰ ποιέειν,“ Ἕλληνες δὲ ἐπ᾽ ἀριστερα. 

-“ ΑἿ Ψ' 
Διφασίοισι δὲ γράμμασι χρέονται, καὶ τὰ μέν αὐτῶν ἱρὰ, τὰ δὲ δημοτικὰ καλέεται. 
D 
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_ the non-alphabetic signs in the midst of the alphabetic writing 
among the Egyptians, anything against the existence of a pure 
alphabetic writing among them, and for the dependence of the 
demotic writing on the Hieroglyphic, than aperson would have to 
ground similar conclusions on the conventional abbreviations in 
the writings of modern chemists and astronomers.* 

2. The difference of language, which we have no right to re- 
gard as total, can as little serve to support the position that the 
art of writing, as practised by the Egyptians, would have been 
useless for the Hebrews. How many examples of the transmis- 
sion of the art of writing from one nation to another of an entirely 
different language does not history present! Compare ZoEGA (p. 
567), whose settlement of Tychsen’s objections against the alpha- 
bet’s being borrowed through the Phcenicians from the Egyptians, 
as far as they rest on the same ground—the difference of language 
—is here undoubtedly applicable. One might, with equal reason, 
dispute the derivation of the Greek alphabet from the Pheenician 
—aindeed with greater, since the Egyptian and Semetic language 
possess an important element of similarity. But what completely 
settles this question is the following: As soon as it is proved that 
the ancient Egyptians had a pure alphabetic character, it follows 
that either the Pheenicians borrowed writing from the Egyptians, 
or the reverse. For a repeated invention of alphabetic writing 
is, as ZOEGA has shown (p. 557), in the highest degree impro- 
bable. If the first alternative be admitted, then the difference 
of language, if it could not prevent the transmission of writing 
to the Phoenicians, could still less form an obstacle to its trans- 
mission to the Israelites, while dwelling in the midst of the 
Egyptians. If the latter alternative be taken, for which there 
are far stronger probabilities, then the inconveniences which the 
Egyptians had first to overcome, were not in existence for the 
Israelites, and the borrowing of the original Semetic writing 
from its non-Semetic depositories, must have been very easily ac- 
complished. 


- 





* Even BouLen observes, “ what at that time Caylus and Bittner had anticipated 
or discovered, that the demotic writing of the bandages of the mummies exhibit Phe- 
nician characters, has been wonderfully confirmed in modern times by the attempts to 
explain Hieroglyphics (?) and the Palcagraphist can pledge himself to furnish al- 
most every letter of the enchorial alphabet from ancient Phoenician inscriptions.” 
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But the supposition that writing was directly borrowed by the 
Hebrews from a Semetic people, has no conclusive argument 
against it, so that we need not despair, although (which, in the 
present state of the case, can scarcely be any longer thought) 
the view, apparently unfavourable to us, respecting writing among 
the Egyptians, should be established as correct. What could be 
urged against the supposition that Jacob and his sons were in 
possession of the art of writing when they first went down into 
Eigypt, and that their participation of Egyptian civilization only 
served to bring it more into use among their descendants ? That 
no mention occurs of it in Genesis, only makes it probable that 
Abraham knew it not. For only in his history an event oc- 
curs, his treaty with the Hittites, in which, had the art of writ- 
ing been known, an application of it might have been expected. 
That it was in use among the Israelites before the time of 
Moses, appears from the mention of Israelitish officers, called 
Shoterim, antecedent to that period. That this word signifies 
scribes, nothing but the greatest obtuseness can deny. ‘The 
forms of ,ἶδαν, Vater remarks (p. 537), also signify overseer ; 
the Chaldee yo-ze», Esther ix. 3, has the same meaning, and 
“ow is in Hebrew government. But the verb ἴσων has in Ara- 
bic exclusively the meaning to write; the noun ρὲ denotes 
linea, ordo, series; καὶ paw canon geometricus ad quem lineae 
ducuntur, a ruler; only the derivative pbaw has the meaning 
praefuit ut inspector, and that this is derived from that of 
being a scribe, appears plainly enough from the derivative noun 
ee praefectus et inspector ret, commentariensis, qui annotat, 
quirecum@ue ad rem curandam et gerendam spectant. ‘This con- 
nection of the meanings is acknowledged by the Arabic grammari- 
ans and lexicographers. See, for example, the Scholiasts on Ha- 
RIRI, in SCHULTENS on Job xxxviu. 58, radix που notat scriptio- 
nem, unde we dictus praepositus ret ad rationes exigendis 
et inspiciendum, quid redeat inde. How could the meaning of 
drawing lines and writing, from which, in the fifth form, the 
meaning vana et ficta locutus est, to deceive a person, is easily de- 
duced, proceed inversely from that of betng overseer. Does OSS 
mean first a judge and then @ scribe, or the reverse? Against 
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this appeal to the Arabic wsws loguendi, VON BOoHLEN objects 
(p. 42), ‘that the verb must have acquired the meaning to write 
at comparatively a later period, since the Arabians themselves 
could have no idea of writing till the time of Mohammed.” 
But in this passage the Arabians in general are substituted for 
the inhabitants of Hejaz, among whom the art of writing first 
came into general use, a short time before Mohammed; and, al- 
together apart from that, writing was considerably earlier in use 
among the Himyarides; it is without reason taken for granted, 
that a people who are in active intercourse vith other nations 
acquainted with writing, if they did ποὺ write themselves, could 
have no term to signify writing ; likewise it is not considered that 
the general meaning of drawing lines, as it still appears in the 
derivatives, serves to confirm the explanation of πῶσ by seribe ; 
lastly, if the word came into use at the same time with the later 
introduction of writing among the Arabians, yet it must have had 
the meaning of writing among the nation from whom they re- 
ceived ¢¢, as well as the art. The Chaldee serves very much to 
prove our opinion. “%, in that language, signifies seriptum 
obligationis ; in the Rabbinical writings, in general, Uiterae (v. 
Buxtorr, Lev. 2381). The meaning, dominatus, daminium, 
which Buxtorf likewise gives, rests upon a false explanation, of 
which any one may easily convince himself by examining the 
three passages that are quoted for it. The word rx», to which 
VATER appeals, belongs not to the pure Chaldee Language (v. 
Buxtorr, 5. v.). Lastly, in Job xxxviii. 33, the meaning govern- 
ment, or dominion, however numerous the expositors may be who 
adopt it, is affixed arbitrarily. The meaning writing is there quite 
suitable. MuicHaEis (Suppl. p. 2320) paraphrases the passage, 
“ Tune in terris poteris leges scribere ad quas astra cursus 
sos ac motus moderentur ? And even if yx is jomed with 
sue, it will not require a different meaning. In this state of the 
case, we need scarcely to notice that the LXX. translate =x» by 
γραμματεῖς, and the Syriac version by SopHRE. How weighty 
the reasons for the meaning scribe must be, appears from the fact 
that men like GrsENrIus and Horrmann, who at one time joined 
with VATER in explaining the word by overseer, officer (GESE- 
nus, gr. Wtb. u. Gesch. d. Heb. Sp. 141 ; Horrmann, Art. Heb. 
Schrift in Ersch u. Gruber Enc. Il. iii. 865), afterwards. (see 
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Gesenius in the later editions of his AZ. Wtb.; Horrmann, Heb. 
Alterth. Weim. 1832, p. 302) retracted this opinion. The latter 
remarks, ‘In legal transactions, and on other occasions where we 
expect to see the Shoter, an acquaintance with writing is necessary 
and essential, so that the first etymological meaning 15 certainly 
the most probable, and most to be recommended. How little value 
is to be attached to VoN BOHLEN’s veto, is apparent from the 
mode in which it appeared to him. “The forms of this word,” he 
says, “‘1n Hebrew, a// denote only overseer and magistrate.” 
What various forms, I would ask, are there of this word in Hebrew ? 

But the transmission of the art of writing to the Hebrews in 
the later times of the patriarchs has so little difficulty, that we 
could show by numerous examples besides, that they were by no 
means inaccessible to the inventions of the civilized people among 
whom they lived (v. p. 431). Here Judah’s signet is particularly 
worthy of notice, Gen. xxxvul. 18-25. That signets commonly 
bore alphabetic writing is evident from such passages as Iuxod. 
xxxix. 30, “‘ And they made the plate of the holy crown of pure 
gold, and wrote upon it a writing like ¢o the engravings of a 
signet, ammmms, Holiness to the Lord ;” (compare ver 14, ch. 
xxvill. 9). The objection which GEsENIUS (Gesch. p. 14) DE 
WetTE, HorrMann, and others, have raised against the existence 
of writing in the patriarchal age, that other means were then made 
use of to preserve the memory of important events, such as altars, 
heaps of stones, and even trees, is certainly not very formidable. 
The use of such memorials has among all nations, and in all ages, 
gone along with writing. Or will any one infer that because Ab- 
salom erected a pillar ‘‘to keep his name in remembrance,” 2 Sam. 
xvii. 18, the art of writing was not known in his age? How 
frequent the erection of such monuments was in Egypt, the mfor- 
mation in Drumann’s work will show (p. 262). But even if the 
supposition of the acquaintance of the children of Israel with the 
art of writing at the time of their going down into Egypt be re- 
jected, yet still the other will remain, that during their residence 
in Egypt, they received the art directly from a people who spoke 
Semetic. Modern investigations have placed it beyond all doubt, 
that between people of very remote antiquity, even those who 
were separated by great distances from one another, a much more 
active intercourse subsisted than there has been a disposition to 
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‘admit. But particularly the current notion of the entire inacces- 
sibility of Egypt to all foreigners has been acknowledged of late 
as requiring considerable limitation and modification. How little 
such a notion is applicable to the most ancient times is shown by 
the account in Genesis of the Midianitish merchants, by whom 
Joseph was sold into Egypt; and by the fact that the fail- 
ure of the crops in Egypt caused a famine in all the neigh- 
bouring countries, and that caravans came from all parts to pur- 
chase corn from Joseph's store-houses. As little does it accord 
with the complet? inaccessibility of Egypt, that Abraham, when a 
famine arose in Canaan, went into Egypt, without apprehending 
any repulse—that Isaac did the same—that Joseph was raised to 
the highest dignity, and contracted marriage with an illustrious 
family, and without the slightest difficulty obtained permission to 
bring down the whole of his kindred into Egypt, &c. Moreover, 
the language furnishes remarkable evidence. It contains Phceni- 
cian elements so important, entering so deeply into its structure, 
as to compel the admission of a close connection between the 
Egyptians and Pheenicians in the earliest times. (See Hua in 
Erscu and GruBer’s Lneyel. Th. ii. p. 35, and the works there 
quoted). The expeditions for conquest of the ancient Egyp- 
tian kings, which the supposition of their complete seclusion 
from other nations has led to be regarded as fabulous, have ac- 
quired important confirmation by the most recent discoveries (v. 
HEEREN, p. 821). Now also the accounts of Egyptian colonies 
have obtained credit (HEEREN, p. 124), and O. Miiller’s attempt 
to strike Danaus entirely out of history (Orchomenos, p. 109) has 
found little acceptance, while Cecrops has been willingly left at 
his disposal ; (compare, on the other hand, Piass, p. 102 ; Lim- 
BURG BROWER, p. 87). BUTMANN (p. 178) states as the nucleus 
of the legend of Danaus, that there was an ancient tradition that 
a part of the population of Argolis, probably one special family 
or caste among them, the Danai, referred their origin to Egypt. 
“Α tradition which is powerfully supported by the undeniable 
traces of Egyptian origin in the religion, manners, and arts of the 
Grecian people.”* But more especially the notion of the total 





* Those who receive this tradition can support it only by the ancient and able 
Greek vouchers. Manetho’s testimony (in Josephus cont. Apion, i. 1, § 15), has cer- 
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isolation of Egypt has had its fallacy exposed by the more accu- 
rate knowledge resulting from modern discoveries of Egyptian 
art and luxury. HEEREN particularly has shown that it is in- 
conceivable that among an isolated people, art could arrive at such 
a pitch of perfection—that the narrow valley of the Nile could not 
furnish so many objects of luxury as are exhibited on Egyptian 
monuments—that there were a number of raw materials indispens- 
ably necessary which could not be among its native productions— 
brass, for instance, which yet we see used in large quantities, and, 
in short, that to account for the facts of the case, nothing less than 
a commerce with the whole known world is sufficient (pp. 275, 
876, 571). Moreover, we find, even among the people from 
whom the one-sided representation of the Egyptians has proceeded 
(the formation of which is explained from the easy transformation 
of a relative into an absolute opposite), the means for its correc- 
tion. Homer represents Menelaus as sailing to Egypt: “ Les 
endroits connus sur Thebes (remarks LimpurG Brouwer, 1. 1]. 
p- 15), dans la troisiéme livre de UIliade et celui sur les ob- 
jects de luxe Egyptien ἃ la cour de Ménélaus et αὐ Héléne, Od. 
iv. démontrent assez. que 0 Egypte elle-méme wetoit pas tout- 
a-fait inconnue. But whatever proves the accessibility of Egypt 
to foreigners, goes to show the possibility of the intercourse of 
the Israelites with them, and to demonstrate that the current re- 
presentation of an isolated nomade life of the Israelites is erro- 
neous. If it appears from this evidence that the Hebrews in 
Egypt could hold intercourse with Semetic nations, which must 
be promoted by a community of language, it may be shown from 
other quarters that such intercourse was possible beyond the 





tainly not the importance which Rosellini (i. p. 301) attributes to it. It is remarkable 
what favour our critical age has shown this pitiful writer. We shall find another op- 
portunity for fully proving how little it is deserved. The discoveries in hieroglyphics 
have tended to mislead still more the judgment respecting him. As they have given 
confirmation to his names, a very hasty conclusion has been drawn respecting the cre- 
dibility of his facts. The knowledge of Danaus was evidently brought to Egypt 
first through the Greeks. Egyptian vanity easily seized on what flattered it, and in- 
vented a native tradition. A similar course has happened with the Hyesos, which, 
after the temperate and profouud work of Thorlucius de Hycosorum Abari, can be no 
longer doubtful. How truly Nirzscu says in his Hist. Hom. p. 21, Prefecto nondum 
eo res pervenit, ut nimis parce credere arquamur. Inconsiderantia nos saepe vexet ; 
condimusque historias, tum antequam testes examinaverimus tum de iis, de quibus non 
liquet. 
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bounds of Egypt. ‘The Hebrews dwelt on the borders of people 
who spoke Semetic ; and even in the times of their oppression, 
nothing prevented the more distinguished among them, who ap- 
pear to have suffered this oppression less severely, from passing 
over these borders, as we see from the example of Aaron, who, 
without difficulty, undertook a journey into the wilderness. Mo- 
ses certainly performed nothing extraordinary when he betook 
himself to the Midianites, and at a later period returned to 
Egypt. We need only mention the procession to Canaan at Ja- 
cob’s burial. 

Here, likewise, the far greater freedom from prejudice on 
the part of the historians, compared with the theologians, even 
when on essential points they have the same general convictions, 
is evinced by a remarkable instance. While the latter collect 
every thing which can furnish the merest semblance of argument 
to rob Moses of the ability to commit the Pentateuch to writing, 
one of the former class, SCHLOSSER, remarks, ‘‘ This (the compo- 
sition of the greatest part of the four first books by Moses) was 
rendered more easy and natural, since Moses was educated in 
Egypt, where every thing, even law-suits, was carried on in writ- 
ing, since among the Phcenicians he had found characters for the 
tones of his own language, and even had appointed a multitude 
of scribes in the country, who, partly-to assist the police, partly 
on account of the disputes respecting the boundaries of lands, 
were obliged to write down the genealogies, and to note any re- 
markable changes.” 


“Οὗ a transmission of writing in the use of common life among 
the Israelites in the Mosaic period’—it is further said “ there 
is no trace in the Pentateuch (compare VATER p. 584). We 
must hence look for an analogy in other nations. This shows 
that the commencement of authorship is separated by a wide inter- 
val from that of the art of writing; that people for a long time 
have known and practised the art before they wrote more than 
they were obliged to write.” 

Here we must, first of all, strictly limit the assertion that the 
art of writing had not extended very far inthe Mosaic age. If we 
follow, without prejudice, the traces which are met with in the Pen- 
tateuch (to which indeed an appeal is made), we arrive at the 
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result that writing had already been firmly established among 
the people. How important in this respect is the designation of 
the Shoterim! Ifthe Hebrew officers, the overseers of the la- 
bourers, took their title from z77ting, it is quite impossible that the 
art of writing could be confined to a few. A second leading 
proof for the spread of writing in the Mosaic age is furnished by 
Deut. vi. 9. “And thou shalt write them (the commands of 
God) upon the posts of thy house, and on thy gates,” ch. xi. 20. 
We do not regard this prescription (as is commonly done) as 
to be literally fulfilled ; we attach to it only this meaning, that 
the law was to penetrate te invermost life, and to govern all its 
relations. Jor this interpretation there are the following reasons. 
It is beyond a doubt, that the writing on the door-posts is required 
to be understood in no other sense than the precept immediately 
connected with it, to bind them as bands on the |-ands and between 
the eyes; ch. vi. 6, 8, ‘‘ And these words which I command thee 
this day, shall be in thine heart, and thou shalt teach them dili- 
gently unto thy children, and shalt talk of them when thou sittest 
in thine house, and when thou walkest by the way, and when thou 
lest down, and when thou risest up. And thou shalt bind them 
for a sign upon thine hand, and they shall be as frontlets (mez) 
between thy eyes.” xi. 18, 19, ‘‘ Therefore shall ye lay up these 
my words in your heart and in your soul, and bind them for a 
sign upon your hand that they may be as frontlets between your 
eyes. And ye shall teach them your children, speaking of them 
when thou sittest in thy house, and when thou walkest by the way, 
when thou lest down, and when thou risest up.” Compare Exod. 
xi. 16, “ And it (the precept in reference to the redemption of 
the first-born) shall be for a token upon thy hand, and for front- 
lets between thine eyes.” Here can be no doubt that the figura- 
tive meaning is the only correct one; the Jewish custom of phy- 
lacteries has proceeded from a mere carnal misunderstanding, if 
it was not perhaps originally a mere incorporation of the image 
correctly acknowledged as an image, a change of the image into 
asymbol. J. H. MicHseris justly remarks (in his edition of 
the Hebrew Bible, Halle, 1720), on Exod. xiii. 16, Locutio pro- 
verbialis, cujus sensus ; perpetuo hujus beneficit memor 6718. 
Judai autem id externe et carnaliter accipientes, hinc sua Te- 
phillen 5. phylacteria construxerunt ; non intelligentibus Pha- 
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riseis, quod hec in corde portanda sint, non in corpore, ut lo- 
quitur Hieron. ad Matt. xxiii. 5.” For this figurative interpre- 
tation which the Karaites defend, and which is likewise indicated 
by ABEN Ezra, there are the following reasons. 1. The whole 
proverbial character of the passages. 2. The arbitrary license 
which must be allowed in determining what must be written on the 
Tephillin, if generally some one part of the law—the Ten Com- 
mandments as the quintessence must be designed for this use ; 
but of this not a word is said. 8. The comparison with Exod. 
xiii. 16, and ver. 9, where the precept is given, not as in the two 
other passages in reference to the commands of God, but in re- 
ference to one of his mercies. 4. The connection with laying 
them upon the heart and wpon the soul (n2vz2-by1 noaad-b» ), and 
it is not said, thou shalt write them on bands; but “ thou shalt 
bind them.” 5. Lastly, the comparison with the parallel passages 
Is. xlix. 16, and especially Prov. iii. 8. ‘“ Let not mercy and 
truth forsake thee ; bind them about thy neck; write them upon 
the table of thine heart ;” ver. 21, ‘‘ My son, let them not depart 
from thine eyes ;” ver. 22, “ And grace to thy neck.” iv. 21, 
‘* Let them not depart from thine eyes ; keep them in the midst 
of thine heart.” vi. 21, “ Bind them (the commandment of the 
father, and the law of the mother, as far as they are a reiteration 
of the Divine law) continually upon thy heart; tie them about 
thy neck ;” ver. 22, “ When thou goest it shall lead thee ; when thou 
sleepest, it shall keep thee ; and when thou awakest, it shall talk 
with thee.” Ch. vii. 8, “‘ Bind them upon thy fingers ; write them 
upon the table of thine heart.” In these passages, the correctness of 
the figurative interpretation is universally acknowledged, and these 
may be considered as the oldest commentary on the passages in 
the Pentateuch. Let it be admitted, that the writing is to be un- 
derstood figuratively, we cannot, indeed, proceed to draw Huc's 
inference, ‘‘ the writing was to be on every house ; and therefore 
there was somebody in every house who could read it,” (p. 44). 
Yet the passages do not, on that account, lose their force as evi- 
dence. Among a people to whom the lively remembrance of pre- 
cepts was enjoined under this form, the itera scripta manet must 
have become quite a practical thing. And particularly, the figu- 
rative command to write on the door posts implies that the 
custom of giving inscriptions to houses was then tolerably preva- 


THE ART OF WRITING AMONG THE HEBREWS. 429 


lent. Moreover, there are not wanting special grounds for the 
originality of these passages of the Pentateuch. 1. The word 
nipusw, which afterwards became obsolete, only occurs in these three 
passages. 2. It is undeniable, that the parallel passages in the 
Proverbs rest upon these. The repetition of the same thoughts 
with the same words is too frequent for the agreement to be acci- 
dental. And then also in the first chapters of the Proverbs, there 
are constant references to the Pentateuch, and most strikingly to 
Deuteronomy. These parallel passages, which have the weight of 
express quotations, occur also exactly in that part of the Proverbs 
which have found most favour in the eyes of merciless modern cri- 
ticism. Dr WETTE assigns ch. i—ix. to the most palmy period of 
Hebrew literature, and UmBreir (Comm. Linleit, p. 62) considers 
the arguments against the authorship of Solomon as not convincing. 

The seventy men of the elders of the people mentioned in 
Numb. xi. 24 were summoned én writing by Moses to the taber- 
nacle. He made out alist of seventy persons, and then sentround 
messengers requiring them to appear. This appears from ver. 26, 
“Βα there remained two of the men in the camp, the name of the 
one was Eldad, and the name of the other Medad : and the spirit 
rested upon them ; and they were of them that were written (mn 
mainsa), but went not out unto the tabernacle.” 

The curse on the adulteress, according to Numb, v. 23, was 
committed to writing. According to Detit. xxiv. 1-4, every hus- 
band who designed to separate himself from his wife was to write 
her a bill of divorcement. A ‘book of life” is attributed to God in 
the Pentateuch, a passage of which the originality is placed beyond 
all doubt by the undeniable allusions to it in Is. iv. 8; ev ὃ: 
Ps. lxix. 29; Ixxxvii. 6; cxxxix. 16, &c.; this implies that al- 
ready at that time lists of citizens were made out, and supplies the 
want of an express statement that the numbering which is reported 
in the book of Numbers was taken in writing. The account also 
respecting the engraving of the names of the Twelve Tribes on the 
precious stones, as well as the inscription on the plate of the 
High Priest's crown, implies a great advance and spread in the 
use of written characters, Exod. xxvii. 9 ; xxxix. 14, 30. 

But the passage in Deut. xxvii. 1, deserves particular conside- 
ration. Weare here informed that the Israelites, on arriving in 
the promised land, were commanded to set up great stones, and 
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plaster them with plaster, and to write upon them very plainly all 
the words of this law. Expositors are divided in opinion as to the 
meaning of the expression “ this law” ΤΠ mnt. We must here, 
in opposition to RosENMULLER, who, following J. D. Micwas- 
LIS, limits it to the following twelve curses and the corresponding 
blessings, coincide with Vater, who by the words “ this law” un- 
derstands all that precedes from ch. 44. The words “ this law" 
in ver. 2 refer to “all the commands that I command thee this 
day” in ver. 1, and this reference does away with all uncertainty. 
In ver. 1 and 2 the om and the ova are evidently contrasted ; “ On 
this day 1 command thee, and on that day thou shalt write.” 
Therefore the whole extent of the laws then given must be in- 
tended, the quintessence of the Torah which forms the main sub- 
stance of Deuteronomy, from which this book has its name. For 
this whole ‘‘ second law” from ch. iv. 44, to ch. xxvi. 19, belongs 
to “this day.” ‘Thus in the superscription it is called, “ This 
is the law that Moses set before the children of Israel.” Then, in 
ch. v. 1, ‘ Hear, O Israel, the statutes and the judgments which 
I speak in your ears this day.” The curses are not the law itself, 
but twelve curses were denounced on those who should transgress 
the commandments that were written on the stones—first, with a 
specification of distinct offences, then in the last curse, in order 
to show that only specimens were given in the preceding, the lan- 
guage is most comprehensive and absolute, ‘“‘ Cursed be he that 
confirmeth not all the words of this law to do them,” ver. 26, 
compare a similar expression in ch. xxviii. 1, ‘ All his command- 
ments which I command thee this day.’ ‘There was, besides, an 
express command to take “ yreat stones” (™?73 2%) without 
limiting the number, which implies a considerable quantity of 
matter to be written,* and that the law was not engraven on the 
stone, but written on plaster. The engraving would have been 
too operose on account of the great extent of what was to be 
written. These reasons appear to us completely sufficient, and 





* Several critics (Maurer the latest) have maintained that the stones on which 
the law was to be written, were the stones of the altar. But the article by no means 
proves this; Deut. xxvii. 8, “And thou shalt write upon the stones” (nszaxm), are 
the stones which are mentioned in the preceding context as intended for this use; 
and Josh. viii. 382, “the stones” are those which were appointed in the law to which 
the author here, as well as in the whole preceding narrative, refers. But the stones 
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hence we pass on to notice some other things in the account of 
the execution of what is here enjoined. It is very evident how 
important this passage is, as evidence of the cultivation and dif- 
fusion of the art of writing in the Mosaic age. The object of thus 
inscribing the law cannot have been to exert an influence for cen- 
turies after on the people. ‘There is not a hint dropped that the 
stones with the writing were designed for making an impression 
on posterity. And the mode of inscription precludes any such 
design. The plaster that was spread over the stones, would soon 
crumble away by the action of the atmosphere. ‘The object was 
rather, as, among the modern critics, MaurER has correctly stated, 
limited to the act itself, and concerned posterity only so far as the 
transaction was recorded in the book of Joshua, or in the docu- 
ments that formed its basis. ‘The outward confirmation of the 
law symbolised the inward, ‘‘ Cursed is he that confirmeth (*"?°) 
‘not all the words of this law to do them.” Ver. 26 with ver. 4, 
“ Therefore it shall be, when ye be gone over Jordan, that ye shall 
set up (*""") these stones which I command you this day, in 
Mount Ebal.” Now, if for such a mere temporary object, so long 
a section was inscribed on plaster, the cultivation of the art of 
writing must have risen to the same level as that of other arts, and 
if the symbolical act could produce the effect intended on the peo- 
ple, the art of writing must have been in some a degree a popu 
lar attainment. 

But it has been attempted to weaken some of the proofs that 
have been adduced, by objections. Thus VaTer (p. 588) and 
HarTMANN (p. 637) remark, that, by the injunction in reference 
to the bill of divorce, we are “‘ suddenly brought into a period 
when the art of writing had extended itself from the narrow limits 
of a few consecrated persons to the wide circle of the laity.” The 
latter writer dwells upon “the art exercised with a dexterity that 
excites real astonishment, of engraving, cutting, carving, and im- 
pressing on tablets, precious stones, metals, wood, and other softer 





of the altar cannot be intended, for this plain reason, that the stones on which the law 
was written, were to be hewn before they were covered with plaster, while the altar 
was to be built of unhewn stones. If the stones had been the same, it would not 
have been said in ver. 5, “an altar of stones,” but of “those stones.” ‘The twelve 
stones also which Moses erected on Sinai, when he read the law to the people, are dis- 
tinguished from the stones of the altar. 
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materials, not only single words and sentences, but shorter or 
longer historical and legal fragments and records,” and thinks that 
this does not comport with the beginnings of a rude art. VON 
BoHLEN (p. 38) remarks in reference to Deut. xxvii., “ No eye- 
witness could so read ‘ all the words of this law,’ therefore the 
“nearest preceding and following (?) passages must have been writ- 
ten on great stones white-washed with lime. This could at the 
most be only short sentences.” 

But who does not see that these objections are quite irrelevant 
to the matter m hand? ‘The two positions—first, the Pentateuch 
itself contains no traces of the spread of the art of writing ; and, 
secondly, the statements of the Pentateuch respecting the art of 
writing are unhistorical—must be kept strictly apart. If men take 
a fancy all at once to wish to prove the latter, they give up the 
former, and admit that the authority of the Pentateuch is against 
them, when they assert that the art of writing was unknown to the » 
Hebrews in the Mosaic age. We will, first of all, admit this con- 
fession. Apart from the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, it 
has its importance. If the accounts of the Pentateuch proceed 
on the supposition of the cultivation and spread of the art of writ- 
ing, we possess an attestation of which nothing but the most co- 
gent reasons can deprive us. For, at all events, the Pentateuch 
must be admitted as evidence for the tradition. If, therefore, it 
favours the affirmative on this point, it is settled that tradition 
knew nothing of a post-Mosaic introduction, or progressive per- 
fecting, of the art of writing. 

But objections of the kind just mentioned are certainly not 
adapted to weaken the testimonies of the Pentateuch. The remarks 
of VATER and HARTMANN rest upon a pure petitio principii. The 
non-extension and non-cultivation of the art of writing remain to be 
proved. ‘The proof of this is not to be borrowed from the non-ex- 
tension and non-cultivation of the art of writing. The supposition 
of the want of culture among the Hebrews, by their nomadic mode 
of life, would alone give some plausibility to these singular asser- 
tions, and this supposition has already been shown to be totally 
erroneous. VON BOHLEN’s objections against Deut. xxvii. may be 
handed over, without hesitation, to the department of Egyptian 
antiquities. Onsuch a mode of arguing, it may be shown to ad- 
miration, that all those reporters who have told us of walls 
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covered with writing and painting in Egypt, have either seen or 
spoken falsely. We are expressly told by the Sacred Historian, 
that the stones were first covered with plaster, and then written 
upon ; now this is exactly the method that we find noticed in a 
multitude of Egyptian monuments, and, as is most carefully 
described in Minvutours Travels, “The walls hewn out, were 
first carefully levelled, and the faulty places filled up with lime, 
gypsum, or cement, in which afterwards the figures and hicro- 
glyphics were cut out, just as in the stone itself, which 1 could 
demonstrate by several specimens that I have brought over. 
Walls that were intended for painting were commonly covered 
with silt, lime or gypsum, and in the first place whitened, and 
then the colours laid on.” According to chemical analysis (p. 
347), the plaster consisted of pure lime, sometimes of lime and 
gypsum in equal proportions. HEEREN remarks on the inscrip- 
tions in the royal sepulchres—“ all the walls are covered with 
sculptures and paintings. But on account of the quality of the 
stone, they cannot, as in the palaces, be worked on the rock it- 
self, but the walls are covered with a mortar, and on this the 
sculptures and paintings are worked.* Now, if such a method 
was adopted, it cannot be maintained that the operation was too 
laborious, or the space on the stones too small to admit of so much 
writing. It was intentionally, doubtless, that no precise num 
ber of stones was fixed upon. As many great stones were to 
be taken as would be necessary for the purpose. In reference to 
the Egyptian labours of a similar class, no objection of this 
sort has been started. And if the native city itself of Hesiod 
honoured his memoryt by causing his largest poem to be engra 
ven at length on tablets of lead, how can we any longer, on such 
erounds, dispute the execution of a writing of smaller extent, 





+ These statements do away with certain explanations that have been forced on the 
text, as that of J. D. MicHarLis—that the letters were first cut in the stone, and that 
then the latter received a thick coating of lime (Mosaisches Recht. ii. § 69); and 
that of Maurer (Comm. z. Jos. Ὁ. 80), that the words, “plaster them with plaster,” mw 


svya om&, merely refer to joining the stones with mortar. 
‘of soe wp 


+ See the vindication of this statement of Pausanias, ix. 31, who asserts that he 
had seen this copy in lead of Hesiod, by Nitzsch, against Wolf (p. 13), who remarks, 
non hoc peccare solet Paus. ut ipse fingat se vidisse, quod non viderit, and adduces 
other similar facts. 

Hee 
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but of infinitely more important meaning, on asubstance far more 
easily worked ? 

Let us now collect the still remaining testimonies for the use 
and extension of the art of writing in the Mosaic age. GESENIUS, 
in his Geschichte der Hebr. Sprache und Schrift. p. 141, re- 
marks, that the first trace of Hebrew writing, in the records of 
the law, appears to carry in itself the pledge of historical truth; 
and Dr WerttTE (Archacologie, ὃ 277) marks the two tables 
of stone, containing the law, as being the only certain trace of 
the existence of writing in the Mosaic age. HorrManN also (in 
Ersch and Gruber’s Hncylc.) does not venture to call this fact 
in question, but contents himself with remarking, that when it 
is said that the tables of the law were written with the finger of 
God, perhaps this conveys an intimation that the art of writing 
was then not very widely spread, and was not within the range of 
common experience, an anti-supernatural explanation which re- 
minds one very vividly of Palaephaetus; a kind of eriticism that 
would not venture now to show itself in the department of Hea- 
then mythology. Von BoHLEN has repeated the exploded ob- 
jection which, in a moment of weakness, DE WETTE suffered to 
escape him*—that it was impossible to find space enough for 
the Decalogue, even in the smallest character, on two portable 
tables, in which two things are overlooked, 1. That the tables 
were written on both sides; 2. That no one yet ever ventured to 
maintain that the Tables of the Law never existed. Had they 
at a later period space for the Decalogue, why should they not 
already in the Mosaic age? We demand for the Decalogue a 
surface of between seven and eight square ells, and confidently 
leave it to the judgment of any intelligent person whether this is 
space enough or not. And on such grounds men venture to 
attack a fact, which is the most certain in the whole Israelitish 
history, by the rejection of which it cannot more deserve the 
name of a mythology. 

In several passages of the Pentateuch, it is expressly said that 





* STAUDLIN, on the contrary, remarks, in Ammon’s and Bertholdt’s Journal, iv. 
p. 125, “ One might almost wonder that there was so much space taken for it, if we 
were not to consider that these laws were to be written and preserved ina dignified, 
becoming, and imposing manner.” 
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Moses committed things to writing. ‘Thus Exod. xvii. 14, And 
the Lord said to Moses, ‘‘ Write this for a memorial (7"23) in a 
book, and rehearse it in the ears of Joshua; for I will utterly 
put out the remembrance of Amalek from under heaven.” Writ- 
ing appears here as the equally necessary, as it was the easy and 
unconstrained companion, of oral tradition, in things which were 
to be handed down with certainty to the remotest posterity. Even 
at that time, the truth of the adage, litera scripta manet, had 
been acknowledged. That Moses received an express command 
to write, marks the absolute certainty of the Divine counsel, and 
at the same time intimates, that the accomplishment belonged to 
the distant future. Therefore, this command rests upon the ge- 
neral position, that Divine revelations which are not intended ex- 
clusively for the present, must be committed to writing—a posi- 
tion which implies an insight into the whole importance of writ- 
ing. In Exod. xxiv. 3-7, it is said, “ And Moses came and told 
the people all the words of the Lord, and all the judgments. 
: And Moses wrote all the words of the Lord. 

And he took the book of the covenant, and read in the audience 
of the people, and they said all that the Lord hath said will we 
do.” ‘The contents of the book here mentioned consist of ch. xx. 
2-14, and ch. xxi.—xxui.* The writing of the law that then ex- 
isted belonged to the solemnization of the transaction. If this 
was thereby rendered conspicuous—if the committal to writing 
served to make the people sensible of the inviolability of the law, 
to awaken them to a consciousness of the importance of their obli- 
gations, this presupposes, that the object and importance of writ- 
ing was not only perceived by the Lawgiver, but, in a certain de- 
gree, by the whole people; that writing had already obtained a 
certain popularity. In Num. xxxii. 2, it is said, ‘“ And Moses 
wrote their goings out (their stations, 3782) by the command- 
ment of the Lord.” ‘The names of the stations were so many 
monuments of God's fatherly goodness, and of the criminal ingra- 
titude of his people, as well as of the punishments which they 
brought thereby upon themselves. It was also important, that 





* See DrespE, De Libro foederis, p.10; haec antegressis consentanea intelligenda 
sunt. Ibi enim Jehovae effata τσ ‘27 non nisi ea dicebantur, quae complectebatur 
decalogus, jura vero, D°YEw'2 quae capp. XXi.-xxili. continebantur. 

EeR 
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what had been hitherto separated should here be brought into one 
survey, in which so much still remained untold, and was to be 
supplied from recollection. Here also writing appears as the only 
certain means of remembrance, and mere oral tradition is indi- 
rectly marked as totally inadequate, when literally the faithful 
transmission through centuries is concerned. In Num. xvi. 17, 
we are informed that Moses took twelve rods, according to the 
number of the heads of their tribes, and wrote upon each their re- 
spective names. ‘This implies a certain extension of the art of 
writing. Otherwise, it would have been more natural to have 
distinguished the rods merely by marks. The truth of this trans- 
action was attested by the preservation of the rod that bore Aaron’s 
name. In Deut. xxxi. 19, it 15 said, “ Now therefore write* ye 
this song for you, and teach it to the children of Israel; put it in 
their mouths.” First, it is written, and then taught. The latter 
without the first would not have lasted long. What was only 
orally delivered would soon have become something very different 
from what it originally was. In ver. 24, it is said, ‘‘ When Moses — 
had made an end of writing the words of this law in a book until 

they were finished,” &c., so that here the committal to writing of 
the whole Pentateuch, with the exception of the account of his 

own death, is expressly attributed to him. 

No inconsiderable spread of the art of writing is implied in» 
Deut. xvii. 18, 19, where itis said, in reference to the kings that 
were to be chosen in future times, ‘‘ And it shall be when he sitteth 
upon the throne of his kingdom, that he shall write him a copy of 
this law in a book out of that which is before the priests, the Le- 
vites. And it shall be with him, and he shall read therein all the 
days of his life, that he may learn to fear the Lord his God.” If 
the king could do this, how much more the priests and Levites 
from whom he was to take his copy. 

In Leviticus xix. 28, it is said, “‘ Ye shall not print any marks 
upon you, I am Jehovah.” ΚΣ "3"> eine gebrannte Schrift, 
writing burnt in. Several critics, as Le CLERC, WICHMANSHAU- 
SEN (dissert. on the passage), and ROSENMULLER, suppose figures 





* Nothing is said here, as some would understand it, of transcription. The expres- 
sion “ write ye” corresponds to the words in ver. 21, “ Moses therefore wrote this song 
the same day, and taught it to the children of Israel.” 
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impressed instead of writing. But 252 always means fo write, 
and 5.03. 322? writing, never marks. 'The LXX. translate cor 
rectly, καὶ γράμματα στικτὰ οὐ ποιήσετε ἐν ὑμῖν. SPENCER pa- 
raphrases it, Gentibus exterts in more est se stigmatis tnscribere, 
ut notis illis se τοῖς Baalin tanguam dominis eorum addictos et 
mancipatos esse profiteantur. Nolo tamen vos, mihi soli sanctos, 
notas tllas infames et sacrilegas accipere. De legg. rit. p. 416. 
The custom of slaves to bear the name of their master, the war- 
rior the name of his leader, the idolater the name of his idol, on 
his body, was widely spread in later times. PHILO says of them, 
ἔνιοι τοσαύτῃ κέχρηνται μανίας ὑπερβολῇ, ὥστ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἀναχώρη- 
σιν ἑαυτοῖς πρὸς μετάνοιαν ἀπολιπόντες, ἴενται πρὸς δουλείαν 
τῶν χειροκμήτων, γράμμασιν αὐτὴν ὁμολογοῦντες, οὐκ ἐν χαρ- 
τιδίοις, ὡς ἐπὶ τῶν ἀνδραπόδων ἔθος, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τοῖς σώμασι 
καταστίζοντες αὐτὴν σιδήρῳ πεπυρωμένῳ, πρὸς ἀνεξάλευπτον 
διαμονήν, De Monarch, 110. 1. p. 819. Τὸ this practice there is 
an illusion in Rev. xiii. 16, “‘ And he causeth all . . . to 
receive a mark (χάραγμα) in their right hand, or in their fore- 
heads;” xiv. 1, ‘““ And I looked, and lo, a Lamb stood on the 
Mount Zion, and with him an hundred and forty and four thou- 
sand, having his Father’s name written on their foreheads.” Other 
examples may be found in SPENCER. We see from the passage 
before us that the practice was getting into vogue. It shows 
that the golden plate of the high priest, with the inscription wp 
mms, was not without example in the customs of the times. 

As a proof of the spread of the art of writing among the Egyp- 
tians in the Mosaic age, the word 54275 may be adduced, as the 
name of a class of Egyptian priests. ‘The derivation from *79, a 
style, ig at least one of the most probable of any that have 
been proposed; see HAveRNIcK on Daniel, p. 52; GESENIUS, 
Thesaurus, ii. p. 520; far more probable than that proposed 
by Mit, and revived by VON BoHLEN (p. 382), from -n, to 
see, and mw supposed to be = yu, to be concealed. Yet on 
such purely etymological evidence it is, of course, not safe to 
build. 

The accounts in the book of Joshua connect themselves with 
those of the Pentateuch. According to Joshua xv. 15, the 
city was called Dedir, before it was captured by the Hebrews, 
ἜΝ MP (lit. Book-City), LXX. πόλις γραμμάτων. The proof 
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from this name for the spread of the art of writing is acknow- 
ledged, even by GESENIUS, to be important. Attempts to give 
another meaning to the name are fruitless ; as, for instance, Bup- 
DEUS Hist. Eccles. i. p.940; Gousset, Lea. p. 1083; and St- 
MONIS Onomast. p. 67. The wsus loquendi, in reference to =z 
(compare later investigations), is too decided.* There is no 
choice between the different meanings. Also Joshua xv. 49, the 
second earlier name of the same city, Kirjath-Sennah, serves 
rather to confirm than to contradict the explanation we have 
given. RELAND (Geogr. p. 726) remarks, Ni fallor jam alii 
observarunt, Sannah, est idem quod Arab. Sin constitutia, lex ; 


sic ut Sepher et Sannah voces sint affines significationis. Ac- 
cording to the evidence contained in this name (more certain than 
direct proof), some literature must have already existed among 
the Canaanites of the Mosaic age. Similar instances of names 
of cities are given by Trotz, in Herm. Hugo, de prima scribendi 
orig. p. 8305, 417. Joshua wrote a copy of the law of Moses on 
stones, ch. vill. ; he sent men out who described the land in a 
book, ch. xviii. 9; he wrote the words of the renewed covenant 
with the people, ch. xxiv. 26. 

- It is, therefore, ascertained that the assertion that the Penta- 
teuch knows nothing of the spread of the art of writing among 
the Israelites in the Mosaic age, is to be rejected as absolutely 
erroneous. But our method of proof has carried us much further. 
What the Pentateuch testifies in this respect must be true. The 
proofs which it furnishes are as undesigned as they are numerous; 
they are supported by the accounts respecting the spread of other 
branches of civilization among the Israelites—their participation in 
all the advantages which Egypt presented in this respect, where the 
state of civilization at that time cannot be imagined separate from 
a knowledge of the art of writing; among its inhabitants writ- 
ing was more profusely employed in public life than perhaps in 
any other nation of the ancient world. Compare HEEREN, p. 
349. Those who will deny the proportionate spread of the art of 
writing in that age, must reject the Pentateuch entirely as a work 





* Jt will not even allow of the explanation proposed by BERtTHOLDT ( Wissenschaft- 
skunde, p. 88), The town of writing materials, or the chief emporium for τ riting ma- 
terials. 
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of historical authority. But truly this they cannot be justified in 
doing, if they assign a later date to it. 

But the supposition of a general spread of the art of writing 
is not required by the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch. 
“The Pentateuch,” BERTHOLDT remarks, ‘‘ may not altogether, as it 
is, have proceeded from the hand of Moses, or only the legislative 
parts may be the work of Moses’ own hand; yet this, and likewise 
the whole, was manifestly not written to be read by every one, but 
these laws were to be read ¢o the people, as Moses himself did 
at first.” Exod. xxiv. 7, (‘And he took the book of the covenant, 
and read in the audience of the people’). If, besides Moses, only 
a few other Israelites of distinction had learnt alphabetical writ- 
ing, yet it was sufficient; for Moses certainly would have made 
an arrangement that the high priest, and at least the ‘princes of 
the tribes,’ the elders and judges, should learn alphabetical writ- 
ing, that they might conduct the spiritual and civil concerns 
of the people, and administer justice according to his laws.” 

We might now consider this argument as finished. Tor the 
validity of the analogies which would go to prove the wide sepa- 
ration of the beginnings of writing from its more extensive spread 
and the beginnings of authorship, is made to depend on the 
assumption, that an extensive use of the art of writing in the 
Mosaic age is incapable of being proved. Yet it is worth while 
to take a nearer view, and to examine what is the exact state of 
these analogies. An appeal is made especially to the Greeks and 
Romans. But the turn which, in modern times, the investiga- 
tions respecting Homer have taken, if they have not changed 
these analogies into their opposite, have at least made them very 
doubtful. Butif they must be allowed to remain, there are others 
which may be easily opposed to them. It is deserving of atten- 
tion, that Egyptian tradition places the beginnings of author- 
ship in the remotest antiquity. The Egyptians attributed their 
written laws to their earliest kings (see Dioporus 1. 106), whose 
high antiquity is actually confirmed by their internal character. 
(Compare Heeren, p. 347.) In reference to the high antiquity 
of authorship in Egypt, all accounts agree (compare the full col- 
lection of them in ZorGa, p. 501). The Pheenician tradition 
also appears to have closely connected writing and authorship. 
The deceiver Philo would not indeed have placed his Sanchonia- 
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thon in so early an age, if he had not regarded the popular opi- 
nion of the high antiquity of their native authorship; his San- 
choniathon makes the inventor of alphabetic writing also the first 
author. That the name Kirjath Sepher implies, that literature 
of some kind existed among the Canaanites of the Mosaic age, 
we have already seen. But even should these analogies be open 
to various objections, the certain ground of history presents us 
with a number which are raised above all objections. ULPHILAS 
presented the rude Goths at the sametime with an alphabet and 
a translation of the Holy Scriptures (Ulphilas, edited by Zahn, 
p- 21). And what of all the analogies is the most convincing, 
the first beginning of the art of writing among the Korishites, 
according to all testimonies, was a short time before Moham- 
med, and yet the Coran was at once committed to writing. See 
DeE ὅλου, Histoire de Cecriture parmi les Arabes,in the me- 
moirs of the Academy of Inscriptions, vol. 1. particularly p. 309. 
Ewatp’s Gramm. Arab. p. 9. Among the Ethiopians, the in- 
troduction of the alphabet and of the Holy Scriptures was con- 
temporaneous (v. DE Sacy, p. 284); and among the Armenians, 
the Georgians, the Illyrians, &c., the art of writing was firmly 
established by the translations of the Holy Scriptures into their 
respective languages. 

But in order to settle definitely the evidence from analogies, we 
must examine the matter to the bottom. Wotr, as he maintained 
that there was a wide interval between authorship and the first intro- 
duction of the art of writing among the Greeks, sought for the 
ground of this supposed fact in the external difficulties which writ- 
ing presented in remote antiquity. Swperato operoso labore, ut pe- 
regrinae notae patriis sonis aptarentur, novaeque subderentur 
vocalibus et iis literis quibus Phoenicum scriptura caruisset,— 
longum hine et multis modis impeditum iter restabat, donec ar- 
tem habilibus instrumentis aptam cultior doctrinis populus ad 
brevium paginarum, tum ad justam librorum scriptionem adhibe- 
ret. But in later times it has been acknowledged that the human 
mind, in satisfying real and deeply felt necessities, cannot be re- 
strained by such purely outward hindrances—that the ground of 
the fact, where it really exists, must be rather sought for within 
the mind itself, that it has not yet felt an inward necessity for the 
more extended use of writing. One sees that the proverb, “΄ ne- 
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cessity breaks tron,” is verified most absolutely, where an inward 
spiritual compulsion exists; that, therefore, only the non-exist- 
ence of the latter furnishes the explanation of the fact. Thus O. 
MULLER remarks, “ΤῸ make use of this poor substitute, a people 
so fond of hearing, and of such delicate hearing as the Greeks, 
only the extremest need and most pressing object could move ; 
hence the striving to hand down individual things such as names 
and numbers, unchangeable to their remotest descendants.” In this 
passage, not the toil of writing appears as the ground of the late 
existence of a literature, but the fondness for hearing and the de- 
licacy of the sense of hearing, which led the Greeks to regard 
writing as a poor substitute for oral communication. NirzscH 
says, “Scimus vivae vocis usum non literaturae tnopta, sed na- 
turae judiciis, sed humanitatis quadam lege, sed dicendi genere, 
Graecorum denique virtute ac flore constitisse, (p. 18.) The 
same writer points out, that every nation commits to writing, 
‘ guod aut sanctum nimis habuit, quam ut memorie soli com- 
mitteret, aut nimis operosum, quam ut memorie solum ope con- 
jict recte ac tenert potuerit’ —as, for instance, the reason why the 
laws among the Spartans were not committed to writing, must be 
sought for solely in this, that, by their tenacious adherence to 
what was established, they felt no need of making use of writing 
which implies an opposition between law and inclination. (Spar- 
tant illud semper yactarunt legum vigorem non literato monu- 
mento, neque formulis, quas cives discere juberentur, sed assue- 
fudine et usu optime constare, Ὁ. 421). As soon as the neces- 
sity was experienced, the committal to writing followed : “δὲ vero 
a more majorum aliquando defecit, tum maxime scribendae et 
consignandae legis necessitas potius incidit.” 

How litle an extensive use of writing depends on mere outward 
circumstances, how much it is determined by spiritual necessities, 
may be also proved by the example of nations, who, although 
writing was in most frequent use, and in the highest cultivation 
among their neighbours, and although they had many occasions 
for making use of it, yet they abstained from its use till a vivid 
spiritual necessity sprung up amongst them. ‘The Himyarites, 
for example, were a powerful and wealthy nation, who stood in 
very close and manifold connection with nations among whom the 
use of writing pervaded all the relations of life. Yet the writing 


442 THE ART OF WRITING AMONG THE HEBREWS. 


which came to them from Ethiopia took no root among them. 
When Islamism was first introduced, writing was almost gone into 
desuetude in Jemen, (DE ὅλου, p. 298). But with the introduc- 
tion of the Coran, it became fixed for ever. It was first employed 
to satisfy the higher necessities of man’s nature, and it is then ap- 
plied to satisfy those of the lower. Until that time, the language 
of a poet before the age of Mohammed, quoted by De Sacy (p. 
301), might be applicable, “ J’at appris [A B G D et toute la 
famille de Moramer,* jai noirci dencre mes vétemens, et je ne 
suis pas néanmoins devenu un ecrivain.’ Mohammed constantly 
places himself and the Idiots (i.e. the illiterate), the Arabians, in 
opposition to the Book-men, SKS —As}, the Jews and Chris- 
tians, and thus makes literary culture altogether dependant on the 
possession of a written revelation. 

This being the state of the case, analogies cannot be brought to 
apply in so coarse and external a manner as is done by our oppo- 
nents. ‘They only prove thus much, that, in antiquity, an extended 
use of writing only occurred when a powerful spiritual necessity 
impelled to it—that then those insignificant causes were not at 
work which now turn many a one into a writer invita Minerva. 
‘They impose upon us the duty to point out the internal necessity 
for the written composition of the Pentateuch. The position we 
have laid down, that the people of antiquity wrote when they were 
forced to write, remains true, only not in the sense in which it has 
been set forth. ‘The necessity must be considered only as ideal. 

Why did Moses commit the Pentateuch to writing? All ge- 
neral answers to the question we have already given in the pas- 
sages quoted, p. 467. God’s acts and his laws were in his sight 
too weighty and too holy to be trusted simply to uncertain remem- 
brance. ‘This would have been a defect of reverence towards God,t 
The two passages in Deut. xxxi. 19, 20, and ver. 26, 27, give us 
deeper views of the subject. In the first, it is said in reference 
to Moses’ farewell address or “song,” “ΝΟΥ͂ therefore write ye 
this song for you, and teach it the children of Israel ; put it in 





* 7. e. All the letters of the alphabet. Moramer was the chief promoter of the art 
of writing among the Arabians. 

+ O. Miiller observes (p. 292) in reference to the Spartans, “Ifa single formula 
was committed to writing, as that of the Rhetra, handed down by Plutarch, it was 
only done, in order to express an awful veneration for this command of the God. 
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their mouths that this song may be a witness for me against the 
children of Israel. Jor when 1 shall have brought them into the 
land which 1 sware unto their fathers, that floweth with milk and 
honey, and they shall have eaten and filled themselves, and waxed 
fat, then will they turn unto other gods, and serve them, and 
provoke me, and break my covenant. And it shall come to pass, 
when many evils and troubles are befallen them, that this song 
shall testify against them as a witness; for it shall not be forgot- 
ten out of the mouths of their seed ; for I know their imagination 
which they go about even now, before I have brought them into 
the land which I sware.” In the second passage it is said in re- 
ference to the whole law, “Take this book of the law, and put it 
in the side of the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord your God, 
that it may be there for a witness against thee. For I know thy 
rebellion, and thy stiff-neck ; behold while [ am yet alive with 
you this day ye have been rebellious against the Lord, and how 
much more after my death?” These passages shew (what is also 
apparent from a multitude of others ; compare, for example, Deut. 
ix. 24, ‘You have been rebellious against the Lord, from the 
day that I knew you”) how clearly Moses discovered the relation 
of the law to the people, how deep was his conviction that the 
religion of JEHOVAH stood in direct contradiction to the inclina- 
tions of the people. And with this conviction, Moses must either 
have given up his vocation, or would necessarily commit to writ- 
ing the acts and declarations of God, in order to secure them from 
being forgotten or misunderstood, which would be the necessary 
consequence of the moral character of the people. The circum- 
stance which among the Greeks at a later period made it neces- 
sary to commit their civil laws to writing, existed from the begin- 
ning in reference to the Divine law. A revelation which should 
rise no higher than the moral and religious level of the age in 
which it might be delivered, would be no revelation, very real 
revelation is like leaven, which penetrates the whole mass, till 
after a while, the whole is leavened. Further, of the manifold 
objects of the law, only one is here specified, namely, that it 
would serve as a witness against the disobedient people.* If 





* Quum multiplex sit doctrinae usus, una tantum pars attingitur, nec enim in cum 
modo finem lex scripta fuit, ut testis esset ad populum damnandum, sed ut norma esses 
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now Moses presupposes that this object could not be attained by 
the mere oral law, that its committal to writing was absolutely 
necessary—this supposition applies also to the remaining objects. 
For on what did this supposition rest, but on the perception that 
a law transmitted merely by word of mouth, could not withstand 
the force of inclination, which would either consign it to oblivion, 
or falsify and disfigure it. But the wish to free oneself from the 
law, is called forth equally by the dread of being judged by it, and 
by the endeavour to come to terms with God, in a way easy and 
agreeable to the flesh—to be able to be assured of his grace with- 
out walking in the rough path of self-denial. Whoever does this, 
it is thought, will live thereby. Men will live, they venture to 
think, as long as there is not a firm and distinct counter-declara- 
tion of God at hand, a guid pro quo. The poison of sin gradu- 
ally becomes an anodyne for sin. ‘The results of the sinful ten- 
dency become substituted for the maxims of Divine revelation, 
and act far more destructively since the stamp of Divine authority 
is impressed upon them. Not that the perservation of Divine re- 
velation will suffice to guarantee its absolute security against cor- 
rupt inclination. ‘This inclination always finds scope for itself, 
less by direct falsification (the external obstacle arising from the 
multiplication of copies, might prevent this, besides a religious 
fearfulness) than by false interpretation and by the associating οἵ“ 
tradition. But nevertheless the advantages of a written revelation 
are incalculable ; wherever it exists, there is not only the possi- 
bility but the certainty of a reformation ; the word of God, in its 
own time, makes its way through the accumulation of human tra- 
ditions, and disperses them as chaff before the wind. On the 
contrary, without Scripture, a corruption that has been once es- 
tablished is incurable, if only the originators are culpable, yet 
later generations are the prey of unmerited and inevitable errors. 
From these remarks it appears with what right men argue 
against the Mosaic composition of the Pentateuch, as if it were of 
no more importance than a cookery book or a collection of anecdotes. 
History sufficiently shows that what mast be committed to writing 





piae sanctaeque vitae et paterni dei favoris testimonium. Sed quia cum duris et su- 
perbis capitibus negotium erat, denuntiat Moses, quoties in medium prodibit heee doc- 
trina inexcusabilem fore eorum contumaciam.—CALVIN. 
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is quite redative, varying according to the different valuation by 
different nations of the objects of writing. The Romans trans- 
mitted their ¢xcondita carmina by word of mouth, after they had 
for a long time public memorials carefully written; the Greeks 
had written poems, when they had not yet thought of committing 
their laws to writing. Among a people, of whom religion formed 
the heart and soul, we might anticipate that its written documents 
would be coeval with their national existence. 

When Lycurgus only wrote as much as he. was obliged to 
write, (v. Nirzscu, p. 58) he had occasion to write only a very 
little. For excepting single disputed points, the law had its firm 
foundation and support in established usage. When Moses wrote 
as much as he was obliged to write, he was obliged to write 
much. for most of the social relations were placed under a new 
arrangement by him, and what was retained of the old, obtained 
for the most part a new modification. But Moses wrote no more 
than he was obliged to write. The limits are strictly observed by 
him. Where the usages remained unaltered, there we find a 
chasm in the Pentateuch. Itis impossible to extract from it a 
complete system of legislation in the Mosaic period. This has 
been pointed out by Michaelis in his Mosatsches Recht, (part 1. 
§ 3, 16), and yet he remarks that these chasms do not occur in 
the laws of the Israelites. Divorce, for example, is never either 
forbidden or commanded. It is only forbidden to take back the 
wife after she has been married to another. It nowhere stands 
written, that only the sons should inherit to the exclusion of the 
daughters. According to established usage, daughters in general 
could not inherit, only the exception is legislated for, to meet a 
special occasion ; it is expressly laid down in Numb. xxvi., that 
in case a father died leaving no sons, the daughters were to suc- 
ceed to the inheritance. 

It is equally impossible to obtain from the Pentateuch a clear 
insight into the civil constitution of the Israelites in the Mosaic 
age. Our whole knowledge depends here, as far as the ancient 
state 1s concerned, on incidental notices, and hence is exceedingly 
fragmentary. The most important relations are here involved 
in very great obscurity. Let any make the trial where oss 
occurs, to arrive at any settled conclusion respecting the nature 
of this division, its origin and relation to others, and to deter- 
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mine the exact position of the Elders, Princes of the Tribes, 
Shoterim, &c.* 

Another leading argument against the Mosaic authorship of the 
Pentateuch has been founded on the alleged non-existence of suit- 
able writing materials in that age. 

But here also it may be proved, that this argument has failed 
of effecting its object. This is shown by a remarkable analogy, 
that of the first writing of the Coran, for which the materials were 
the most unsuitable in the world, and yet the Coran is considerably 
larger than the Pentateuch. “ Les fragmens (says DE Sacy, p. 
307) de [Alcoran qui avoient été mis par ecrit du temps de Ma- 
homet, et dont on se servit dans la suite, sous le regne d Abou- 
Bekr, pour en fermer un recueil complet, etoient ecrits, non pas 
seulement sur des morceaux de cuir ou de parchemen, mais ausst 
sur des feuilles de palmier, sur des pierres blanches et plates, 
sur des os, tels qwomoplates et cotes.” 

He must have a mean estimate of the human mind, who ima- 
gines that mere external and minute circumstances can prevent 
its satisfying wants that are deeply and vividly felt. What Nitzsch 
has remarked on this subject is much more agreeable to human 
nature and in unison with history. ‘“ Saepein artium historia 
hoc vidisse suffecerit, qua etate expett queque capta sit. Ut 
enim primum alicujus utilitas studiumque augescit, semper al- 
terutrum usu venit ; aut quam potest expeditissimam suppel- 
lectilem reperit usus, aut impeditiorem subigit’ (p. 71). 

But what is the state of the case as regards the proofs of the 
non-existence of suitable writing materials in the time of Moses ? 
A nearer examination will show that they are incredibly weak. 
They may be divided into general and special. Of the former 
class are the following: 1. That at first the rudest materials were 
employed, stones, pieces of metal, &c. &c.; that this continued for 
a long period, it is believed may be inferred from the general ana- 
logy of the advance from the imperfect to the perfect in the arts. 





* The Mosaic legislation is in direct opposition to the charter and constitution ma- 
nufacturing of the nineteenth century. Moses does not meddle with the rights of the 
earlier, as well as of the future, historical development. The facts which authenticate 
this delicate reserve of Moses towards history have been entirely mistaken by Vatke 
(p. 202), and incorrect conclusions drawn from them, as we shall point out more fully 


in the sequel. 
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But such pre-conceptions are too often contradicted by history ; 
a happy accident often brings discoveries to light by which 
many intervening steps are at once passed over. And then ἃ ma- 
terial more difficult to be employed, may have the preference, not 
as such, but as offering itself most readily. But that this was 
only stones or brass tablets, we must decidedly dispute. ‘To make 
use of skins, for instance, was much more obvious, especially when 
it can be shown that their artificial preparation for other purposes 
had long been found out and was in use. 2. That the original 
materials for writing were hard and rude, is testified by the terms 
used to designate writing. “Γράφειν and χαράσσειν denote to 
engrave, to cut into a hard substance ; n> alternates as equi- 
valent with "82 or "83, to engrave on tablets, as Hab. 11, 2, com- 
pared with Deut. xxvii. 8, incontrovertibly proves; n-n is used 
of the engraving on the two tables of stone, Exod. xxxi. 16.” 
HARTMANN, p. 617; GEsENIUS, Thes.i., p. 175; WINER, 68. V. 
"xz. But all these lingual observations are not proofs. ρα 

dew, as we have already shewn, does not mean ¢o engrave; and 
χαρασσειν does not mean 720 write, nor is this the meaning of n-n. 
zr> originally and properly means ¢o write, and nothing else; its 
connection with “83 in Hab. 11. 2, can prove nothing in favour of 
the meaning to engrave, for two reasons—partly because the as- 
sumption that the two words in juxtaposition are perfectly equi- 
valent, is totally unfounded—partly because the word "ἈΞ as lit- 
tle there, as elsewhere, means to engrave. ‘The passageis, “ And 
the Lord answered me and said, Write the vision and make it 
plain, “$3, upon tables that he may run that readeth it. The 
meaning ¢o engrave has nothing to do with the proposed ob- 
ject. There is no connection between engraving and general 
legibility. This connection requires that -s3 denotes writing in 
plain and large characters ; compare the phrase *=8 %772 with the 
style of a man, writing which all without distinction could read, 
18. vii. 1. This passage is founded on Deut. xxvii. 8, “ And 
thou shalt write upon the stone all the words of this law, very 
plainly, 22° "83. The prophet intimates, that the same reason 
which there occasioned the injunction to write in large, plain cha- 
racters, the extreme importance of the contents for all the people, 
was also applicable to his prophecy. Now in the passage which 
forms the basis of the other, the meaning engraving will not 
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suit, for, as we have already shewn, the law was not engraven on 
stones, but written on lime. Lastly, the meaning to make plain, 
is placed beyond all doubt in the only passage where -x2 else- 
where occurs. Deut. i. 5, “On this side Jordan, in the land 
of Moab, began Moses ¢o declare “S23 this law, saying.” We are 
more justified in giving it the meaning to engrave than any other 
whatever. In Syriac, Chaldee, and Arabic, sp> means nothing 
else but ¢o write, and in Arabic this is pecuharly the only mean- 
ing. For the other meanings of the verb, and its derivatives, may 


S w3 


all be deduced from it. Thus, for example, (lyf parva sagitta 


qua puert jgaculari discunt, an arrow (or style), such as is used 


in writing schools ; ok c : botrus, cujus pars comesta, properly 
a written, that is, a bitten grape; im reference to sn congre- 
garit, disposuitque in turmas equites; and ΧΑ, Ὁ ewercitus 
cohors equitum. Schultens has remarked (on Job, p. 888), Scien- 
dum a scribendo et illas notiones fluxisse, quatenus exercitus 
seribitur seu conscribitur; itemque describitur, 1.6. disponitur 
et ordinatur. It is true that in Scheid and Groenewood’s lexicon, 
p- 279, we find sr Arabic, pupugit, instrumento acuto incidit, 
Sculpsit ; hine incidit insculpsit literus, inscripsit, scripstt ; 
but the alleged primary meaning of sr> 1s purely imaginary from 
the assumption of the original rudeness .of the materials of writ- 
ing, of the correctness of which we must certainly expect to find 
traces in the language, so that our negative proof gains at the 
same time a positive importance.* 38. That rude and hard mate- 
rials were originally used is a fact testified by the Pentateuch it- 
self, and the book of Joshua in several passages. According to 
these authorities, stone, metal, and wood, were used for writing 
upon. This statement made by VATER, p. 524, has been set ina 
ridiculous light by BERTHOLDT. “‘ Publica monumenta et leges.” 
Nitzsch remarks, p. 73, “/igno, lapidi, aert antiguissimus tem- 





* We may here remark, that the fact that ams, as far we can trace the usus loquendi, 
means to write, and nothing else, points to the very high antiquity of the art of writing 
in the Semetic race. Among nations who have, at a comparatively late period, obtained 
possession of the art of writing, the designation of it is either by a term originally of 
more general application, or it is taken with the art itself from a foreign nation, v. 


p. 418. 
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poribus non aliam ob causam incisa sunt, quam semper factum 
est, atgue etiam Pindari hymnus lapidi insculptus videbatur 
in Ammonis’ (Paus. ix. 16). How plausibly on such grounds 
it might be shown that we have even now no such thing as paper ! 
In the times of the Maccabees, not a bit of parchment was to be 
met with, for, according to 1 Maccabees viii. 22 ; xiv. 18-27, they 
wrote on tables of brass! The book of Job must certainly have 
been of primeval antiquity ; for its author wished that his confes- 
sion of faith might be written on lead, or cut out in stone. In 
his age, therefore, no more suitable writing materials were to be 
found. There was a necessity for writing the Decalogue on tables 
of stone, even if there had been the choice of ever so many more 
suitable materials. This circumstance had a symbolic meaning. 
The stone pointed to the unchangeableness, which the law pos- 
sessed, as an expression of the Divine will emanating from the 
Divine nature ; it was an image of our Lord’s declaration, ἀμὴν 
yap λέγω ὑμῖν, ἕως ἂν παρέλθῃ. ὁ ὀυρανὸς καὶ ἡ γῆ, ἰῶτα ev 
ἢ μία κεραία οὐ μὴ παρέλθῃ ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμου, ἕως ἂν πάντα 
γένηται. That the law was to be deeply engraven in stone, sym- 
bolised, that it ought to be deeply engraven in the heart. That 
this meaning was understood under the Old Covenant, is shown by 
such passages as Prov. ili. 8; vil. 8, ‘‘ Write them upon the table 
of thine heart,’ and particularly Jeremiah xvii. 1, ‘The sin of 
Judah is written with a pen of iron, and with the point of a dia- 
mond ; it is graven on the table of their hearts.” The prophet 
here points to the striking contrast between the reality and the 
idea. The engraving of the law on the tables of stone denotes 
that it ought to be deeply engraven in the heart. But, as deeply 
as, according to the idea, the will of God ought to be seated in the 
heart, are seated there in reality self-will and sin. 

Besides these more general grounds, special objections have 
been urged against the antiquity of those materials for writing, 
which would first of all occur to our thoughts. We must, there- 
fore, notice these individually. 

The preparation of paper from the leaves of the papyrus plant 
is extremely simple. It required no more art than that application 
of the same materials, though for a different purpose, which is 
mentioned in Exod. 11. 8. For placing this invention in a later 


age than the Mosaic, there is not the shadow of a reason. 
ἘΠΕ 
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VARRO'S assertion in Piiny (Hist. Nat. xiii. 21), that it be- 
longed to the age of Alexander, arose from confounding its in- 
vention with its later perfectionating, or perhaps a mere inexact 
designation of the latter, and is now universally acknowledged to 
be erroneous. HrRoporus is sufficient for its contradiction, τ. 
58. Cassius ΗΈΜΙΝΑ mentions a far older use of it in PLiny 
xxvu. The judicious ZonGa remarks (p. 550), Quo temporis in- 
tervallo caperint Aigyptit scribere in plagulis ex papyri cor- 
tice compactis prorsus ignoratur, et operam perdere reor, qui 
conjectura id assequi tentantur. “That the use of plants, for 
the preparation of papyrus in Egypt, was very ancient,’ Heeren | 
remarks (p. 361), “although it is perhaps impossible to fix the 
exact date of the invention, can no longer be doubted, since the 
catacombs of Thebes have been Briid, so full of papyrus rolls. 
They do not allow a doubt to remain, that Egyptian literature 
must have been much richer than would otherwise have been be- 
lieved.” ScHLossER says, ‘‘ The invention of writing materials 
from a three-sided rush, which now is not frequently found, is very 
ancient’ (i. p. 194). ΝΊΤΖΒΟΗ (p. 81, 82) regards the opinion of 
Borricer (Δ΄. 7. Merkur. 1796), to whom our opponents ap- 
peal so confidently as a well-informed man (compare HARTMANN, 
p- 680), that the use of Egyptian paper first began in the second 
half of the seventh century, as now completely obsolete. It has 
been ascertained, that not the first preparation of it, but only the 
more extensive use of paper, belonged to the reign of Psam- 
meticus. 

The byssus (on the preparation of which, compare RossELLInI, 
ii. 1 p. 341) is expressly mentioned in Genesis ; the then existing 
custom of embalming presupposes its existence: the garments of 
the priests, the covering of the tabernacle, were made of it. But 
now it is evident that the existence of a material such as byssus 
and its use for writing, in case, namely, there was no other more 
convenient material at hand, must fall together. ‘This is shown, 
by the independent use of d¢bri linte?, by different nations. Hart- 
MANN alleges that VATER has not brought forward sufficient proof 
of the non-application of this material in the time of Moses. 
But how, in the world, could he bring sufficient proof for what 
has not the shadow of historical evidence in its favour? WATER 
was really too prudent (p. 529) to wish to prove that there was 
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no distinct ground for the use of byssus as a writing material 
in the Mosaic age. Certainly, express historical testimonies there 
are not for it, but as little are there any for the contrary. For 
our object, it is perfectly sufficient to point out the possibility 
and probability of the use, and that these exist, cannot be denied 
without absolute arbitrariness. 

We come now to the skins of beasts. We would first set aside 
afalse ground for the high antiquity of this material for writing, 
which has been ἘΠ with great confidence (last of all, by 
HAVERNICK, p- 281), and then bring forward the correct grounds. 
It is maintained that the Hebrew name of a book, »2», originally 
denoted something scraped, and indeed the root in Aramaic is 
constantly used for rubbing off, or scraping off, the hair. Hence 
it is inferred, that with the use of writing the use of skins came 
into vogue as a writing material. We must here enter somewhat 
more deeply into the matter, since others have made use of the 
supposed primary meaning, radere, scalpere, to establish false 
results. ‘Thus, for instance, WINER remarks—notia primaria 
in radendo, scalpendo. Hine sign, scripsit, quod antiqui ho- 
mines in primaria scribendi simplicitate scalpebant literas in 
lapidibus, lateribus, plumbo, cortic. arborum. This assertion 
must be proved in order to complete the deductions given in p. 
446. Hve (p. 38) would also prove from “ss, that the oldest 
writing materials among the Hebrews were tablets, which were 
carefully smoothed by shaving and rubbing, and then covered 
with a kind of dough or putty. But if we examine the matter 
more accurately, it will appear that the term “ro relates, not to the 
writing material, but to the contents ; and that illustrious scholar 
Buxtorr (Lex. Chald. p. 534) is correct in his remark, {7267 
ab enarrandis et recensendis rebus dictus. The true funda- 
mental meaning of “s> can only be that from which the manifold 
meanings of the word in all the Semetic dialects can be deduced 
in an easy, unforced manner. ‘This will certainly be in vain 
attempted with the meaning ¢o scrape, to shear, or specially, to 
scrape off the hair. On the other hand, let us take, as the fun- 
damental meaning, to make pure, bright, clear, ready, to arrange, 
we obtain a unity, which includes in it the various derived mean- 
ings. Thus in Arabic, the meanings, everrit domum, pulverem, 
abrasit, composuit rem dissidiumve inter duos, capistravit ca- 
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melum; intrans. tlluaxit emicuit aurora, retexit vultum mulier, 
aperto vultu conspicua, abiit ad iter (properly, to be ready) 
σ΄ο» “5... 
yw a file, yaw albedo, nitor, dies; y»% decidua arboris folia; 
legatus, internuntius, sequester, arbiter, qui dissidia inter ho- 
mines componit, who sets things in order. In Chaldee, radere, 
tondere; sw2e ramentum abrasum, veluti pili ex collo et cauda 
equi. In Hebrew, first, there is the word s:, the name of a precious 
stone, the pure, clear. Then the verb in the sense to number, to 
count, which can only be derived from the meaning raset, abra- 
set, by a very forced transition. Hence ἜΘ, numbering, then 
writing ; ἜΘ not a writer, but one who has to do with writing, 
γραμματεύς. In Zabean, > means both dook and morning, 
both having been taken from the common idea of ¢llumination. 
But we cannot regret the loss of this proof. We have at com- 
mand a sufficient number of sound ones. ‘The customariness of 
the artificial preparation of the skins of beasts in the Mosaic age 
is evident from the description of the tabernacle, where several 
kinds are mentioned, among others also the Morocco leather. 
The application of such skins to writing is shown in Num. v. 23. 
The priest was to write the curse against the adulteress in a book, 
and ‘‘ wash it with the bitter water.’ Here is a material im- 
plied, so firm, that it would not dissolve when dipped in water— 
a description that will not suit paper, from which the ink might 
be easily washed by water, which excludes the byssus; which 
might be termed “se, whereby wood and such like materials are 
excluded, as they would be by the use of ink, since, in such ma- 
terials, all traces of its application are wanting. The modus seri- 
bendi, as itis here implied, is that which is fully described in 
Jerem. xxxvi. 4-23. This is acknowledged by the Talmudists. 
In the Mishnah (v. WAGENSEIL’s Sota, p. 360), it is said “non 
seripsit eam in tabula,* nec in papyro, nec in dephthera ; sed 
in volumine q.s.e. in libro. Neqgue ad scribendum usus gummi, 
aut chalcantho, aut liquore quoquam vestigium aliquod relin- 
quente, sed atramento q.s. eet delebit ; ergo innuitur scriptura 
delebilis.” ‘The expression in volumine is explained by a Jewish 





* WAGENSEIL, “In tabula, lignea 561. Nam lignum humores sorbet, et ita servat 
literarum ductus, ut penitus deleri nequeant.” 
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author, quoted by Wagenseil, ¢ convoluta membranula, facta 
ex animali puro, plane uti Pentateuchus describitur. The cor- 
rectness of the conclusion that is drawn from the passage itself is 
confirmed by later usage, which, in such things, is of great weight 
where the sacredness of the ceremony admits of no change. JOSE- 
PHUS (Antiq. 11. 11 § 6) says, in describing the holy act, ἐπυγρά- 
φει μὲν τοῦ θεοῦ τὴν προσηγορίαν διφθέρᾳ ; and afterwards, τῆς 
διφθέρας ἀπαλείψας τὸ ονομα εἰς φιάλην ἐκπιέζει. The non in 
dipthera of the Mishnah, and the ἐν dipthera of Josephus, offer 
only an apparent contradiction. In Rabbinical phraseology, dip- 
thera denotes a skin only imperfectly prepared, not wholly con- 
verted into parchment. But if it be settled that there were, in the 
Mosaic age, skins artificially prepared, and that they were used 
for writing, their application for the Pentateuch is probable, be- 
cause no other material is mentioned for writing down composi- 
tions of any considerable length. But if this was also the case, 
then we cannot but think that for a book designed for all periods 
of the nation, among all suitable materials the most durable would 
be chosen. The analogy of engraving the Ten Commandments 
on the tables of stone, favours this opinion. 

If we look to other nations, the use of the skins of animals for 
writing is found to be extremely ancient. According to Diodorus 
ii. 32, the Persian annals were written on skins, from which Che- 
sias obtained his information. Their high antiquity among the 
Greeks is evident from the circumstance that a book of skins is 
attributed to Zeus, as in the verse of an unknown poet—o Ζεὺς 
κατεῖδε χρόνιος εἰς τὰς διφθέρας ; and in the proverb ἀρχαιότερα 
τῆς διφθέρας λέγει. Compare the collections by WESSELING, 
on Dioporus; HeEMstTERHUS on Pollux x. 57. ScHWEIGHAEU- 
sER and Baur on HEroporvs, ver. 58, a passage peculiarly im- 
portant for our object. See above, p. 408, where it is given at 
length. The meaning is correctly determined by Nirzscu (p. 
79) apparet hoc illum dicere ; sicut litere etiam posteaquam 
a Phaniciis in formam Graecam abiissent, nomen tamen Powt- 
κήϊα tenucrint, item byblos a Lonibus pelles vocari, utroque 
nomine e pristina rei conditione retento. Herodotus says, that 
the Ionians, along with the alphabet, received also from the Phe- 
nicians the writing material, skins, and by long use, the name of 
a book taken from the substance on which it was written, was so 


454 THE ART OF WRITING AMONG THE HEBREWS. 


firmly established, that it was employed afterwards when different 
materials were substituted. Since then, as we have already seen, 
the introduction of writing among the Greeks is traced as far 
back as the age of Moses, so also at that time the skins of ani- 
- mals must have been a common writing material among the 
Pheenicians. 

It has been held by the Jews as an inviolable law, that the 
Pentateuch is only to be written on polished skins (WAGENSEIL, 
Sota, p. 369). This prohibition of every other substance must 
be accounted for, from the original use of this material, as long 
as no proof can be brought of the earlier use of any other. And 
especially since the original use of skins, for this purpose, is ex- 
pressly maintained by Jewish tradition (see the passage m Wag- 
enseil, p. 371); skins, and only skins, we find to be used for copies 
of the law, as far as we can go back in history. JosEPHus (Antiq. 
xli. 2 § 11) says of the manuscripts, made use of by the LXX., καὶ 
τῶν διφθερῶν, ais ἐγγεγραμμένους εἶχον τοὺς νόμους χρυσοῖς 
γράμμασιν. When Zecharia, in ch. v. 1-4 (see Christologie ii. 
p- 59), beheld a flying roll, as asymbol of the Divine judgments on 
the people of the covenant, evidently the form in which the Penta- 
teuch at that time was written formed the basis of the vision. In the 
roll of the book, curses were contained. In Ezekiel 11. 9, 10, 
it is said, ‘“‘ And when I looked, behold a hand was sent unto me, 
and, lo, a roll of a book was therein. And he spread it before 
me, and it was written within and without (¢.e. on both sides), 
and there was written therein (thereon) lamentations, and mourn- 
ing, and woe.” In ch. ui. 1-8, the prophet is required to eat 
this 7232, which he did. It was the heavenly original of the pre- 
dictions sof the prophets, written, like the Decalogue, with the 
finger of God. We venture also here to assume, with tolerable 
certainty, that the form of the Book of the Law, as then extant, 
served as the ground-work of this vision. But Ps. xl. 8, is of 
special importance. “In the roll (or volume) of the book, m323 
"20, it stands written of me.” Hence it follows, not merely that 
there were at that time manuscripts of the Pentateuch on skins, 
but that there were no other; so that, in thinking of the Penta- 
teuch, one naturally thought of a roll of a book. 

Let us now turn to the reasons which have been alleged against 
this ancient use of skins, We shall very easily dispose of Hart- 
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MANN’S objections, who remarks (p. 637), that we must not ex- 
pect to find the preparation of skins practised in Egypt, since 
the Egyptians, who had such an extreme reverence for animals, 
would have reckoned it a crime to treat their hides as a tanner 
would ; that merely touching them would have been a defile- 
ment to the priests, who attached the highest importance to clean- 
liness. 

This objection is founded on the notion of the worship of animals 
in Egypt, which is totally unsupported by history. Of the larger 
domestic animals, the cow was the only one which was regarded 
as sacred; the worship of the bull Apis applied only to a single 
individual ; oxen were used generally both for food and sacrifices. 
Of other domestic animals, it was only in certain districts (vojoc) 
that the sheep, in others the goat, was sacred (HEEREN, p. 150, 
363). The accounts of the great cleanliness of the Egyptian 
priests (HEEREN p. 183) would only be relevant to the present 
subject, if the preparation of the skins were attributed to them. 
But the priests were no mechanics—these formed a peculiar caste, 
HEEREN (p. 140). Yet why need we enter into these details ? 
In the original records which have been lately discovered in 
Upper Egypt, and made known to the public, the guild of tan- 
ners or curriers appears as one division of mechanics (BOECKH, 
Erklirung einer Aigypt. Urkunde. Berl. 1825, p. 25. HEEREN, 
p- 141). Nowadd to this, that all this ὦ priori argumentation is 
contradicted by the use of skins, artificially prepared for the taber- 
nacle, and equally by the results of the latest discoveries in Egyptian 
antiquities, which are thus summed up by SCHLOSSER (p. 195). 
“ They dressed their leather as we do, and made shoes in a simi- 
lar way. ‘They pressed the leather into various forms, and orna- 
mented their articles of leather with embossed figures ; they made 
also a kind of Morocco. For this leather, and for articles m 
wood, stone, and copper, they invented a peculiar kind of varnish.” 

Nor will it give us more trouble to settle an objection started 
by Von Bowen (Linleitung, p. 43), that the name for iv‘ that 
first occurs in Jeremiah is Persian, "7%. Were it so, the thing it- 
self might be much older, and the native name might be changed 
at a later period for a foreign one. But what reason is there for 
tracing the name to a Persian origin? The Persian Gygs> ih- 
stand, is, like innumerable other words, taken from the Arabic 
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(GEsENIUS, Thes. p. 335). Also the Arabic $$, inkstand, is 
probably not original, but taken from the Aramaic. How, be- 
sides, comes it to pass, that, both in Arabic and Persian, only 
inkstand, and not ink (which must be the earlier word), bears 
a name akin to the Hebrew “1? The Arabic name for ink is 


5.0 


yaa (See ScHULTENS on Hariri, p.156. On the Semetic ety- 


mology of "7, see ScHULTENS, p. 148. Winer, Lew. s. v. 9. 

The statements of Hoa (p. 34), that are opposed to our view, 
require amore careiul examination, especially since they have been 
received as correct, without examination, by later writers—as by 
Hirzic, Jes. ch. xxxiv. p. 395; Movers, Zeitschrift 7. Philos. 
u. kath. Theol. Hft. xii. p. 88 ; and by Von BoHLEN. 

According to Hue, wooden tablets, covered with wax, were 
the only writing material, which was used by the Hebrews to the 
time of the Babylonish captivity. Jeremiah first brought mto 
use, among his nation, ink and rolls of skin, that had been hitherto 
unknown. 

The proof for such a statement must be very stringent, if we 
can bring ourselves to receive it. A people that has had a litera- 
ture, and that a sacred one, will not be satisfied for centuries 
with so poor and easily destructible a material. From all history, 
Hue can bring only one example of the application of this ma- 
terial for the preparation of a whole book, namely, the account 
of DiocENEs Larrtivs, that, according to the assertion of se- 
veral persons, Philip the Opuntian had transcribed Plato's work 
on the laws from the wax tablets on which they were origi- 
nally written. But this very passage shows that the strictly 
literary use of wax tablets was quite uncommon. At that time 
they served only to receive an author's thoughts, as he produced — 
them; and that at an earlier period they had a more extensive 
use, has indeed been asserted, but not proved. 

Hue’s method of proof is twofold. He attempts, first, to 
prove that not skins, but, secondly, that wax tablets were in 
use. In reference to the first, his chief argument is the following. 
The method of writing on the megille with ink, was, in the days of 
Jeremiah, so novel, that the courtiers asked Baruch (Jerem. xxxvi. 
17, 18), how he had done it, although it was among people who 
were acquainted with reading, and had not then seen a book for the 
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first time. But Jeremiah had something else to do than to invent 
new writing materials, and the princes were certainly not in the 
humour to be curious about afresh contrivance for writing. They 
were deeply affected by what they had heard, “‘ Now it came to pass 
when they heard all the words, they were afraid, both one and 
other,” ver. 16. But had they put so absurd a question, (not less 
absurd than if a malefactor condemned to death, on the arrival 
of the order for his execution, should be very eager to know on 
what sort of paper it was written), the reader would have evaded 
a reply as not belonging to the subject. That the question could 
not have had the meaning attributed to it by Hug, is plain from 
ver. 28, according to which the king (not as several understood 
it, Jehudi; compare, on the other hand, VENEMA, p. 885) cut 
the book in pieces with the pen-knife, “2277202. Pen-knife, 
reed-pen, ink, and skin, appertain to one another. ‘The king, 
therefore, was in possession of the same contrivance for writing 
which Jeremiah had, and this could not be unknown to his no- 
bles. The question manifestly, as especially the connection with 
ver. 16 shows, does not turn upon something of which those who 
put it were quite ignorant, but is the expression of awe-struck 
and alarmed astonishment; the sum and substance of what was 
written appeared to them so appalling that they hardly knew 
where they were—they could not trust their own eyes. ‘“ Tell us 
now, how didst thou write all these words at his mouth ?” as if 
they had said, ‘‘ How is it possible that thou couldst write, how 
couldst thou accomplish such a gigantic task ?” 

The positive grounds already adduced for the early use of skins 
in writing, Hue has altogether passed over in silence. ‘The only 
difficulty which he thinks it needful to obviate is the passage in 
Is. xxxiv. 4, ‘‘ And the heavens shall be rolled together as a 
scroll,” 52227 “E52 noes Here he knows not how to help himself 
except by an alteration in the text; and proposes to read °%, 
from 723 which must mean, to rub off; (in the way mentioned). 
Thus the beautiful image is totally destroyed, the meaning of 
which ΝΊΤΕΙΝΟΑ has admirably developed ; wt autem libri h. e. 
volumina (qualia erant veterum Hebreorum) in longum ex- 
pansa, circa teres aliquod lignum convoluta, videntur veluti 
disparere; sic coelum, ubi coorta tempestate contrahitur in 
nubes et atrorem. Quidquid in eo pulchrum distinctumque 
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nitet, ejusmodi in casu totum disparet. Hurrzic leaves this 
conjecture to its author, and infers from the mention of the roll- 
ing up of a book, that this chapter was not written by Isaiah ! 
Here is criticism with a vengeance ! 

As to the second point in Hug’s method of proof, we meet it 
confidently with the two-fold assertion—1. That not the least 
trace can be found that the Hebrews made use in writing of wax 
tablets; and, 2. That tablets serve where they are used, not as 
materials for larger written documents, for the preparation of 
books, but are only a material for monumenta publica ; they do 
not exclude the use of other materials, but rather imply it. 

The only passage on which Hue grounds the use of wax 
tablets, is Is. viii. 1, ‘‘ Take thee a great tablet (7522) and write in 
it with a man’s style.’ The mention of the style implies the 
covering of the tablet with a whitish substance, in which the 
characters were engraved with a pencil or style. But nothing 
can be inferred here from the mention of the style, since Ὁ: here, 
as the word annexed 8 shows, stands for kind of writing, cha- 
racters. And then, how can it be shown that Ὡ-π means exclu- 
sively an instrument for engraving in soft materials, and not also 
in hard ones? But if so, the employment of wax tablets is in- 
admissible. The subject here is the preparation of a public 
memorial. For the same reason that the characters were required 
to be large they were also to be enduring. Both were demanded 
by the symbolical character of the act. 

For the employment of tablets generally, for writing of greater 
length of the passages where it has been thought they were in- 
tended, only two or three can be adduced with any plausibility. 
First of all, Psalm xlv. 2, (1) “ΜῈ tongue is the pen of a ready 
writer.” According to this, it seems the style, and, therefore, 
tablets were used in common life for writing. But we have no 
ground for admitting thal ©? originally meant a style: the LXX. 
render it in several passages by γραφίς, γραφεῖον, κάλαμος, 
σχοῖνος ; in Job xix. 24, its meaning is determined more exactly 
by the addition of 72. But allowing that it had originally this 
special meaning, yet it might, at a later period, be used in a more 
general sense as we now-a-days speak of steel-pens. By these 
remarks also, the second passage is settled. Jerem. vii. 8, ‘‘ How 
do ye say, We are wise and the law of the Lord is with us; lo, 
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certainly, the false pen of the scribes worketh for falsehood,” * 
from which Hue would infer that, specially, the Pentateuch was 
written on tablets. The third passage is Is. xxx. 8. Isaiah, 
HuG remarks, here receives the command, ‘‘ Write it on a tablet, 
and engrave it in a book,” as if both were equivalent. But is it 
so? VITRINGA maintains the contrary. Z'abularum usus erat 
et adhucdum esse solet in his, quae plebi ad legendum publice 
exponebantur ; cujus exemplum ab ipso deo petitum, qui legem 
decem verborum lapideis tabulis insculpserat, habes apud Ha- 
bacucum. Lstque td ipsum, quod deus hic in mandatis dat pro- 
phetae, ut convictoriam suam orationem scriberit super tabulam 
quae esset ante oculos Judaeorum publice exponenda. Verum 
simul mandat vati, ut eundem elenchum accurate exararet, 
sive stylo perfecte efformaret et clare exprimeret (gen) in libro, 
sive volumine membranaceo, in usum posteritatis. Yet certainly 
the verb Fpn, to engrave, is against the distinction, the meaning 
of which adopted by ViTRINGA is one not proved. But yet no- 
thing can be inferred from the passage, for the writing of whole 
books on tablets. We have already shown that the word "=> may 
denote any, the smallest written composition; that it does not 
mean a book simply as such (p. 488). It 15 used for a mere in- 
scription on a public monument in a parallel passage that bears 
a remarkable similarity to this, Job xix. 23. Moreover, the pas- 
sage before us shows very plainly that tablets were by no means 
the common writing material, that only that was written upon 
them for which the lapidary style was suitable. The object of 
writing or engraving on a tablet is expressly stated in the words, 
“that it may be for the time to come, for ever and ever. The 
main point of the command, therefore, is the durability and un- 
changeableness of the Divine words communicated to the pro- 
phet; an external performance is not here intended, the drapery 
is taken from the tables of the law; (Praestat Jesaias hie rursus 
alterum Mosen, dc. VitRINGA), in which the outward perfor- 
mance had indeed taken place; the image had been embodied in 
a symbolical act. 





* Here is an instance of the decurtata comparatio, which is of such frequent occur- 
rence, outwardly right and inwardly false, which is tantamount to being outwardly false, 
The law, in the handsof such persons lost its genuine character, and became quite an- 
other thing. This puts an end to Vatke’s strange misrepresentation (p. 512.) 
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Τὴ the remaining passages, when tablets are mentioned as writ- 
ing materials, the applicability of our view is quite obvious. Thus 
in Jerem. xvii. ‘1, “The sin of Judah is written with a pen of 
iron, it is graven with a steel point on the table of their hearts.” 
The writing of the law of God on the tables of stone signified 
that it was to be written deeply in the heart. The fact men- 
tioned by the prophet stood in sharp contradiction to the idea. 
As deeply as the law ought to have been seated in their hearts, 
was sin actually seated. The special reference to the Decalogue 
will be more distinctly seen if we compare the expression with 
Prov. iii. 3; vii. 8, “ Write them (God's commandments) on the 
table of thine heart ;’ Hab. 11. 2, ““ Write the vision, and make 
it plain upon tables, that he may run that readeth it.” The com- 
mand to commit the vision to writing, must be only intended to 
signify the high importance of the prophecy, and the necessity, 
arising from that importance, of its beg made accessible to the 
whole nation. ‘The command is no more to be interpreted lite- 
rally, than the injunction to Daniel in ch. xii. 4, to close his pro- 
phecies and seal them up. The form is borrowed from Deut. - 
xxvii. 8, “ And thou shalt write upon the stones all the words of 
this law very plainly.” 


Thus it has been proved, that the Mosaic authorship of the 
Pentateuch stands in beautiful harmony with the history of the 
art of writing. We have only a few remarks to add. 

1. The taste for historical truth stands in so close a connection 
with the knowledge and spread of the art of writing, that it is not 
found at all among even those nations who have a talent for it, 
where the latter is wanting. ‘The Arabians before Mohammed 
are an example quite in point, in reference to whom DE Sacy 
observes, T’out ce, gue nous connoissons de leur histoire, doit 
etre rangé parmi les traditions orales, et présente par-tout ce 
défaut densemble, dordre de chronologie, ce melange de fables 
et de merveilleux, qui caractérisent lepoque, οἷ les nations 
nont pour historiens, que des poétes, et pour archives, que la 
mémotire des generations, gui se succédent” (p. 349). But now 
the Pentateuch, according to the unanimous judgment of men 
versed in this department of literature—the historians—has a 
genuine historical character, and, to a certain extent, this has been 
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allowed by even prejudiced theologians, far more in praxis than 
in principle, which plainly shows how strongly this character is 
impressed upon it. It has been attempted to account for this his- 
torical character by assuming that the use of writing was un- 
known in the Mosaic age, and that it was not introduced among 
the Israelites till some centuries later. 

2. The very extensive use of writing, considered in relation to 
the progress of cultivation among the Hebrews, in the age suc- 
ceeding that of Moses, implies the existence of a written law. 
Other assignable causes do not suffice to explain the fact, which 
receives a strong corroboration from Judges vi. 14, “And Gi- 
deon caught a young man of the men of Succoth, and enquired 
of him, and he wrote unto him ("28 5555) the princes of Succoth, 
and the elders thereof, even threescore and seventeen men.’ Only 
observe that a youth in the country beyond Jordan, the grazing 
district of Palestine, where all mental culture was in a state of 
decay, without difficulty could write down so long a catalogue.* 
Compare also Isaiah x. 19, “And the rest of the trees of his 
forest shall be few, so that a child may write them.” 2 Sam. xi. 
has been quoted as evidence against the spread of the art of writ- 
ing, because Joab sends a verbal answer to David's letter. But 
we cannot impute this act of Joab to his total want of literary cul- 
ture, since at all events he could read what was written. ‘That he 
could not write without difficulty, though we are told so, we might 
naturally expect would be the case. He was not a man of the 
pen,—a hero of the middle ages would have done just the same. 
That all public and judicial proceedings were written, appears 
from Isaiah x. 1. 

8 The inclination for authorship on religious subjects, which 





* After reading this passage, HOFFMANN’s assertion (Hebr. Alterth. p. 571) “ Com- 
mon people hardly knew how to write ; a shepherd or a ploughman never thought of 
it,” appears manifestly false. Properly speaking it is only an a priori attempt to sup- 
port the notion of the spuriousness of the law, which, since this assumption has no 
support from history, must be given up. Only a written revelation can insure reading 
and writing among the common people. Even the modern compulsory education shows 
itself to be insufficient. With compulsion the thing ceases, since it is pursued with no 
free interest. It is a fact that, notwithstanding the accumulation and strictness of 
the latest school arrangements, tlie expertness in reading and writing among the lower 
classes is diminished in an equal degree with the neglect of the written Revelation. 
‘The preacher GLOEL gives proofs drawn from experience, in a publication that ap- 
peared during the controversy at Halle, which I have not just now at hand. 
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we find among the Hebrews in the times subsequent to Moses— 
the fact that every prophet who was conscious that he had re- 
ceived a revelation, of which the importance extended beyond 
the immediate present, forthwith committed it to writing; and 
that there was an earnest endeavour to record the Sacred History, 
as soon as any part of it came to conclusion, implies the existence 
of a sacred model. 

4. The hypothesis, that the law was first committed to writing 
about the time of the captivity, appears perfectly absurd, if we 
bear in mind the employment of the art of writing in civil life, and 
the high importance which was attached to the laws. Especially, 
if we further consider, that the mistrust in the competency of 
oral tradition, is sufficiently evinced by the diligence with which 
the prophets immediately proceeded to record their revelations, and 
by the not unfrequent instances in which they mention their 
having received a special injunction to do so, in order that the 
Divine communications might be handed down to posterity un- 
adulterated. 


END OF VOL. I. 
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